
_ The President is today is~uing,two directives ,to mitigate 
the unwarranted effects of the welfare bill on legal aliens and 
their children. 

The first'directs the Secretary of Agriculture to grant a 
blanket waiver allowing any state, subject to cer~ain legal 
restrictions, to extend .the certification periods -- that is, the 
time elapsing between certifications of eligibility for food 
stamps -- that currently apply to legal ali~ns receiving food 
stamp assistance. The effect of this directive will be to allow 
states to conti-nue providing food stamp benefits to legal aliens 
and their children; this is because, under the terms of the 
statute, benefits to such individuals are-cutoff 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 legal alien will be deprived of. 
fQod stamp benefits. - . 

Extension of the certification period will allow those who 
have applied for citizenship to continue to receive food stamp 
assistance while the INS reviews their applications. More 
generally, ext'ension of the certification periods of legal aliens 
will give states the time to develop the procedures necessary to 
make accurate determinations as to the many factual- matters -­
such as immigration classification, veteran status, or work 
history -- that the ne:w law makes relevant to eligibility. In 
this way, the ~irective will decrease inaccurate or inequitable' 
decisions to cut off food stamp benefits. 

This waiver, however, will have certain limits •. 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. " 

The second directive instructs the Attorney General and 
other heads of agencies to make continued efforts to remove 
bureaucratic obstacles to ~aturalization. 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 
u~ed 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 

I public/private partnerships devoted to providing English-language' 
training to applicants for citizenship; make outreach efforts to

I 	 those wishing to become citizens; and provide special assistance 
to refugees and asylees. . 



·.\,.. 


These .directives mitigate the harshest effects of the 
welfare bill on legal aliens and their children. The President 
will· continue to look, and has instructed relevant ·agencies.to 
look, for any· possible additional ways of accC?mplishing this 
object~ . . 

I . 
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, 'February 28~ 1996, ,.' . 
BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS . 

(savings 'in bjllion~ CBO estima~ llialell indicated) 

. .' . ' 	 . ~7-Year 
!OPTIONS TIIAT.STRENG'I'HENDEEMING OF SPONSOR'S INCOME ' Savinss 
~----------~~------~------------~----------------------
'. :DaschlelCoalilionlAdm.inistration Endorsed Plan deems sponsqr's income until ' 
'citizenship for SSJ, Food StampS and AFDC for those not oil the rolls with exemption 
for disabled~ those'who.have worked 20quart,,~s and the elderly over 75. " 

Qption 1. Deem until citi~pship as in DaschJelCoalition Plan but only currenl1a\y 7:S: 
exemptions (i.e .• disabled oxernption)' - no exemption f~r elderly over 75. ' ' ' 
je,. Strengthened deeming rules would ot:l1y'apply to new awards.:, ' 
,e . Protcctingelderly over 75 fro~ deeminguntiJ citizenship option shown abovo 
; . costs $1.9 biJIionover 7 years. i: . ' . 

• 	 Maintains current law exemptio~ for th~ disabled. . 
• 	 Children and fanulies with cltildren fore better under dooming options.because 

deenling targets the elderly. Under deeming, sponsors are expected to support 
" • , , 1 ' '<,' 1'.' '.

the immigrant children. . , 	 . 

: Opt jon 2 .. Qption I,and adopt a uniform definitio~ of-eligibility across the AFDC, SSI ,8.0' 
, : and Medicaid progr~~, consistent with Work and Responsibility Act, ' 

" . 'OPT:.ONS THAT INCLUDE BANS Jc'OR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS 

Option 3. Ban legal i~Dligranis'frot:n SSlwith an ex~ption'forthe disabled., For F~'''od 11.5 
StlUnps and AFOe, the'deeming policy in option L, 

, • Bans wOuld apply to those on the rotls aM new awards. Bans that only appJy to . 
. new awards produce no more savings than proposals that st~cngthcn deeming., 
given CBO scoring. . 

I- ' rile current law,cXemption for the disabled includes virtually all families with 
children tha.t would be' affected, by the SSI ban. ' 

." - " Under a ba'n, exemptions are more important because the policy effectS . 
.irt:lmigrants withQut ~ponsors. ' . 

", , 

•Option 4. SSI ban with exemption for disabled as in optio'n 2 and Food Stamps ban J2.5. 

: with exemption for 'families With children and the disabled. F~r AFDC and groups 

i exempt from Food Stamps,ban, the deelli~ng policy I" option 1 (only partially CBO' 


:; estimate). " .'., ' " " . " . " . ; , , 
• To best protect c~ildren, it isjmp()r~nt ttl, exempt househol~s with children, not 

, . , .just children.' ,: " " ." . .' '. . ".... '. , 
, .' 

Option 5. SSI ban'Without an exen~piion for disabl~' and a Food Stamps ban with 'an IS.5 
: exemption for familieS with children (only partially CBO estimate). , , 
! . .' . ." . ,- . . .. , : '. ' ... ' ,,' " ­

: H.R. 4 bans legal immigrants from SSI and Food stamps, including those on the TOUS 19.1 
':,' I (other RR 4 provisio~s.are discussed below). No exemption for disabled or elderJy' , 

over7S.' 	 , 
, >l,1 	 '.' 

I'," 

, " 

, . 
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MEI)lCAID OPTIONS 

Deem sp~n!lior's income for fir~t five year for Medicaid for new awards (rough
estimate)..:, ,'" , , "",' ,',', ' , ' , 

Deem sponsor's inc~me until ~iti~ship 'for M~dlCaidfor newaward.... ,.. ' 

"Deny new'entrimiS Medicaid for five' yearS. ' ,,' , , , 
,:. The first two Medicaid ,options ab,oyc effect new awards for legal immigrants in 

, ,the country andthoseontering the country, By limiting the restriction to, 
deerri~ns. immigrants without spon'sors are'protected. In contrast, the final 

, I. 
,,'MediCaid,affects immibrrantSi with and without sponsors but only new entrants. ' 

, 	 .' I, '( 

,H.R. 4 requires states to deem spon~r's income until citizenship. denies new entrants', , 3..4 
!Medicaid for five'years ~uid giveS states the optiOil to deny benefits (Savingsestimat~' .. 
assumes no bloek grant and no states exercise option to deny,benefits). ' 

• , 	 • 1 

,OTHER RESTRICfIONS THAT IMPACT CHII.DREN 

iH.R. 4 r~uir~s most p~~gnlm!i. including school lunch. migrant health centers and, 0:4 
[ WIC. to verify citi7..enship and report illegal immigrants. This is a signifiCant 
"administrative burden for state and local service providers. The loss of these benefits 
and s~rvjces Could have a big impact on familieS with children. ' 

. ',', 

Summary. H.R. 4 achieves savings'by:, 
• Banning Immigrants from 5SI and Fo~d Stamps with limited exee~tions ' , .. 1,9.1 ' 

.l, (savings from stronger deeming 'policy are included in sayings from ban). "I. 	 'Restricting Medicaid t~rough deeniing tm citi,zenship and denying new entrants 3.4 ' 
, , ,Medicaid forfiyo years. . 	 , '. ' ,'. , 	 'Requiring now ,citizenship verification check& for school lunch (re<J~,irements', 

on other programs do not save money).
Total' 	 ' , " 22.9 

,1, 

I, 

" . 

" . 

, , 

.," 

" 



, . 
Summary of Savings from Benefit to Immigrants Restrictions , 
'(7 year totals, dollars'in billions, CJ:30 estimat~s unless indicated) 

Deeming until 
Citizenship, 

H.R. 4 'Benefit 
'Ban 

Administration House 
Coalition 

Senate 
Moderates' 

SSI (no new exemptions) 

Current law disabled exemption 


Exempt those ove~,75 


Exempi'the disabled.and over 75 


Food,Stamps (no new exemptions) " 

Exempt for households with 

children (OMB estimate) " 


Medicaid (no new exemptions) 

HR4 --5 year ban on new entrants, deem 
until C thereafter witha state option to 

ban pennanently 


Child Nutrition (ban on illegals).' .. 


•Other (Unlfonn definition o(eligibili'ty 
and Medicaid interactions) ~ 

,.' 

Summary 

6.6 

6.6 

.4.4 

'4.4 , 

0.6 ' 

NA 

2.0 to 2.2,' 

~ ,,-' NA ' 

, 0.9 

9.S.to 10 ' 

15.0 

10.7 

'11.6 

7.3 

4.1 

1.0 

4.4 

0,6 

4.1 

,0.4 ' 

(included' 
, above) 

23'to 23.6 

0.9 

5.9 

l'l:~ • -j'­

~ 

.1.0 

,',4.1 

(included' 
ab9ve), " 

'l2:2t 

}(7 


,7.3~ 

·,0:7 

,r 

4.1 

(inchided . 
above) , , 

12.1 

,I Senate moderates are considering exempting oIuy those disabled and over 75 curre!ltiy in tqe country. This would only slightly ~ 
increase savings ,over the level shown. . '. .' " , 

CBO esti.mates are fr9m m~!t!p!~..~iIls. Program in~eraction~and d.iff~~~nt enactment, pates may. ~o!1}plj~aJ~~co!l1parisons. ~ 
-:~~ 

( 
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, , , June 13, 1996 

'TO: 	 SSA - Jack Camilleri 

DOL - Mike Taylor 

Ken Apfel 


.. , , John Angell 

'John, Hilley 

'Tracey Thornton' 

Peter Jacoby 
Rahm 'Emanuel: 

FROM: 	 Ingrid Schroeder {i 

395-3883 


RE: HHSjSSAjDOLH.R. 2202 Conferee 
! Letter on Benefits 
I 
I ' ,please pr'ovide comments or ,your si~lnoff on,
I 	 the'attached revised HHS/SSAjDbL letter 

Te:garding the benefits issues'inH.R. 2202 
,by: 3pmi today, June 13th. 

cci':, , 	 Jack ,Smalligan, 

Keith Fontenot 

Barry. Whi'te 

Mary Cassell 

Bruce Reed 

Jim Jukes 

Jim Murr 
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-
The. Honorable lief, DcAe (Trent Lott?) 

Majority Leader 

Ullited States Senate 

Washington? D.C. 20510 


Dear Senator Dole: 

We;wish to take this opportunity to advise yoti of our views on certain pf~visiC)nsi,n H.R. 
2202~ currently in conference. This Jetter expands on the letter you rt:ceived from the' 
Department of Justice on H.R. 2202 dated May 31, 1996. In this letter, we address only those, , 
provisions that would create a number· of new eligibility r.estrictions tPf legal and iIle~al aliens . 
Wlder a wide variety of assistance programs. 

The Administration believes strongly in the need for. bipartisan legislation to deter illegal 
immigration. but we continue to have major concerns wit~ specific provisions in the House 
and Senate versions that would restrictthe eligibility of lega/immlgrants 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 leftal 
immigrants· and does not impose massive new c·osts and mandates on State and local 
goverrunents. 

I. Extending Deeming To Other Programs And Services 

While we support strengthening the deeming rules under the major cash and ·food welfare 
pr~grams, we oppose the broad c.pplicat~~nof deeming to numerous and varied programs. and 
oppose the repeal of current exemptions from deeming;' such as those provided to aJiens whQ . 
becOlne severely disabled after entry. Wesupporl a 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, 811d without 
imposins substantial administrative costs and burdens onSt!1te and local governments. and 
other el1tities. 

(A) . Medicaid And Other Public Health Program~ 

.	·We continue to strongly oppose broadening the application of deeming 'n.iles iroma well­
defined S\i)t of cash and food assistance programs to nearly all Federal means-tested program!:, 
including Medicaid and (under the Senate version) emergenc}' mediCal services· under 
Medicaid and other public health programs. Denying legal aliens access to Medicaid, 
emergency services under Medicaid. and ptev\tntive and primary care services could endan.ger 
the overall public health. Without early detection ,and inteniention, many preventable diseases 
could spread to the comm\.mity as a whole.. ' 
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Al~o. denying legal aliens (primarily women,and childr¢n) routine and relatively inexpensIve 
pre'ventive and primary care could increase utilization of enlcrgency care serviCes and could 
result in more experisive medical treatment. Hospitals and other providers, including Sta~e 
and local governments. are likely to be burdened with these increased costs. 

In 'additioil--unlike cash, food. or shelter••m~ieal services cannot be easily shared hy it 
sponsor with an alien., Furthermore, the current, employment-based market for il1dividual and 
group health in~urance does not provide acceS9 to all consumers. Thiii reality could make it 

, difficult to obtain health insurance for some sponsored legal aliens, even when their sponsors 

are financially able and wiliin~ to purchase health insurance fOf them. ' 


At a minirnum, the pTogramsor organizations exempted fi-oln deeming should include all of 
th9sc'!isted in both the House and Senate versions ofH.R. 2202. In particular, the House 
version includes exemptions for emergency medlcaI services under Medicaid and other public 
he:alth programs, while the Senate version exempts nonprofit charitable organizations and 
certain community-based providers.' We believe that all of these exemptions should be 
included in the conference report. ,Similarly, new deeming rules should apply only t() 

sponsors and aliens \\~ho sign new, legally binding affidavits of support. as called for in the 
House version. ' 

(~)'Pl'otecting Aliens Who Becom.e Severely Disabled After 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 aHens they sponsor, they cannot possibly foresee circumstances that result in 
legal aliens becoming severely disabled. For example, a gpOnsored 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 neces:Ku'); to support our policy of family reunification. ' 

, ' 

Both the Senate and House versions of H:R. 2202 would repeal this exemption frolll'dceming 
f9r aliens who become disabled after entry.' Thus, H.R. 2202 would essentially require U.S. 

"citizen and legal immigrant sponsors to btlco~e. cOlnpletely impoverished before the aliens 
they have Spollsored would be eligible for any fil1Wlcial or medical assistance, even though the 
sponsors could not possibly have foreseen or expected the disabling condition that may affect 
the alien after enterina the U.S. We strongly oppose applying deeming to legal aliens who . 
become severely disabled after entry, and strongly recommend that, thiseurtent exemption 

, , from deemins be maintained in H.R. 2202. . . 

At a minimum. H.R. 2202 should allow for some portion of a sponsor's income and resources 
to 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 and his or her family is allowed to retain enough income and 

resources so that they 


, 
" 
" 
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them5elv~s do not become dependent on welfare. It sin.1pl)' does 110t make sense to impose 
new rules that may result in increasing poverty and welfare dependence among hard-working 
U.S.. citizens an4 legal. immigrants. and undermine our policy of family reunification., . 

(C~ Other Social Investtnent ProiI'ams 

in :addition to applying deeming to ,health programs for the first time, both versions would 
also introduce deeming to a num~r of social investment programs, such as child care, job 

. training and postsecondary student aid. The Senate version would also apply deeming to 
many Head Start programs. Head Star,t,centers moe operated by loc.nl governments. such as 
New York City, as wen as by nonprofit charita.ble organizations. 

·· __ ·_·,-·-·-···--Soth··versionswould apply deeming to means-tested job training programs. Legal immigrnnts 
are eurrentlyeligible for means-tested employment and training services under JTPA Ti~h~ J[ •. 

(including year· round programs for disadvantaged adults and the summer youth employment 
apd training program), ITPA Title IV (Job Corps, Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker. and 
Indian and Native American programs) and Title V of the Older Americans Act (Senior 
Gommunity Service Employment program). Studies have demonstrated that Job Corps and 
JjfPAtraining for disadvantaged adults, are particularly wise investments, boosting the 
earnings and employment of participants. The abilit)" of workers to build and deploy skills is 
~ssenii~l to the health of our economy. It is in no one's hlterest to deny legal immigrants 
services that will help them become more productive members of ,our $ode:ty. 

Similar to our, position on Medicaid and other public health programs, we strongly oppose the , 
application of new deemIng rules to these social, investment progr8Jns. Programs such as 
,child care. job training and postsecondary student aid art aimed at reducing welfare 
dependency of legal immigrnnts and integrating them more quickly into the economic and 
social mainstream.. Preventing legal immigrants from obtalning such services due to deeming , 
goes against a long and admirable tradition in this country ofwelcoming legal·immigrants ena 
,ensuring they receive a hand-up to attain self-sufficiency. rather than a halld-out. 

'I :", " ' . 

,At aminimum. the programs and organizations exempted from deeming should· include all of 
:those listed in the House and Senate versions of H.R. 2202. The House version includes an 
I exemption 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 deeming in the, conference report. In addition. the oonference report 
should ·include the Senate provisionrelitwing nonprotit charitable organizatilms of the burden 
of determining eligibility under these social investment programs. ' 

(0) Protecting Children And'Vietims Of Domestic Violence 

I It. is our fundamental responsibility to ensure that victims of physical and/or mental nb\lSe, 
I purlicularly 'children, are protected from such abuse or neglect regardless. of immigrntion 

status. We strongly oppose provisions in the Senate bill that would apply deen'{ing to, a 
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variety ofchild protective servic~s. We support provisio1ls in the House bill that exempt from 
deem~ng those services diTectlyrelated to assisting the victims of domestic violence or child . 
abuse. . 

. I .. " . , '. 	 . 

In ~ddition. assistance, for which a U.S. citizen child is eligible should not be denied based on 
the immigration status of the parent. The House bill includes a provision that w~')uld prohibit 
payment of assistance to individuals who wer~ determined to be not la\vfully present. Thus, a . 
parent who was not' lawfully present 'would not be able toreeeive assistance on behalf of a 
U.S. citizen child who was eligible for such assistance. Instead; some other lawfully present 
adult. would be required to step forwal'd to act as a third. party representative. on behalf of the ' 
el1gible child: We oppos.e this provision. since it wouldlikcly harm a numb~r 'of hUlocent 
children who ureU.S. citizens or l~gal immigrants. In selecting payees on behalf of children • 

._'---- ---·-the experience of the AFDC and SSIprograms is~that .the_parent with whom the '.child lives is 
the:pr~ft!lrred choice in virtually all cases. Very few noncustodians ever step forward to act as 
payees, due to the time ecmmitments involved in making daily living decisions and the , 
conflicts \\rith parents that often result from such cases. Ultimately> this provision is likely to 
delay necessary tlssi$;tance for U.S. citizen and legal immigrant children. \Vhilc this issue is 
difficult, we strongly believe that the goal of reducing illegal immigration should not be 
achieved by hanningU.S.. citizen and legal immigrant children.' ' 

(E) 	 lmposing New Burdens And Costs On State And Local Oovemments, And Other 
Entities . 

The broad application of new deeming rules to anurnber of Fed~ral means-tested programs 
would impose significant new administrative costs and burdens on State an~ local . 
governments, and other entities such as hospitals. For. example t both versions would ,requirc' 
applicants for child care under the Child Care and Developm~nt Block Grant to have their 
alien eligibility determined and to have de~ming calculations performed for spon~ored.aliens. 
This would require States and localities to dedicate ,additional perscl1\ne1~ training. and other 
resources to carry out these new tequiremenr,s. 

Denying Federal Medicaid reimbursement for health services to legal immigrants could likely 
increase' the \'ltili~ation ofemergency medi"car serVices and could lead to increased mediCal 


"co~ts in the future, Hospitals, particularly public hospitals, and State and local governments 

~t help fund public hospitals. would have to absorb such increased costs, sinceho!;pitals 


. cannot deny trea.tment' for elnergencymedical conditions. Looalities with high immigrant 
populations, which ere often 10calities wh"r~ public .hospitals face prec~rious financiot 
condition. could also confront mcreaSe'd health care costs ~ue to the deeming provisions in 
H.R. 2202. Although. hospitals may be given authority to recoup payment from an 
immigrant's sponsor. such actions may not fully compensate hospitals, since recoupme~lt is 

, costly. 
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(F), '. Termination Of Deeming (And Affipavit Of Support) Based On Work 

Tl)e provision that terminates deeming and th~ suppoJ;l agreement when the alien a~quires 40 
qua)ifyingq\»irters is technically and administrative,!y problematic. ' We believe that this, . 
requirement should be modified to be quarters of coverage as defined in ~ction 213 of the 
Social Security Act. In addition, the Administration supports a termination of deeming lLnd 
the; support agreement after 20 quarters instead of 40 quarters: ' 

II. ; New Sponsor Requirements 
, !, 

Both versions would impose 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 amiual. income, of 200. per~~ntof povertY.;,t:l,l,e, Senate would require un annual 
income of 125 percent of poverty. We oppose these provisions. since they ,~:ould effectively 
limit family reqniflcationto relatively wealthy families. Ninety million American~ have 
income belpw 200 percent of poverty and would be denied the opportunity \0 be r0unitedwith 
clo'sc family members. In addition, enhanced deeming and other eligibility restriction~ are, 
sufficient to limit the use of the major cash and f09d welfare programs by sponsored 

'immigrants. if new req'uirements on sponsors are adopted, it should reflect the IQwer inconlc 
thresho19 as provided for in the Senate bill. , 

111. Deportation A~ Publi~ 'Charge 

Both versions would define as a "pllblic charge" any legal aHen who received certain benefits 
,for al\ aggregate period of 12 months WIthin either 5 years (Senate)or 7 years (House) of 
c~try. "The 'Senate, version would, treat receipt of virtually any Federal, State. or local needs~ 
based assistance as applicable to the determination' of whether an alien was a public charge. 
Slm,ilal' t? 'our opposition to the deeming provisions. we oppose such a 'broad and sweeping 
'opproac.h. The House version is preferable~ since it limits the nwnber of programs for which 
receipt of assistanCe would render an alien deportable to sst, ArDe. Medicaid, Food Stamps. 
hOtl9ing assistance, and State general cash assistance. However. the Senate bill rontains Q' 

desirable provi!!lion th;at would limit the time.period in which an alien could be deported to S 
'y~ars after the alien last received a benefit during the public charge period. , We' also prefer 

, the Senate provision which exempts refugees
' 

tron'! deportation' on 
. 

public charge grouild~... , 

\lie also have serious concerns about implementation difficulties of both the House and Senate 
public charge deportation provisions. For example, it is not clear how information from the 
various 'State and local agencies a4ministering most of these assistance programs would be 
tran!!lmitted to the FederaL govcrrunent for purposes of detennininllwhether an alien was a 

. public charge. These provisions could potentially 'add to the increased State and local .. 

administrative cost$ already d69cribed above. ' , ' 


•
IV.. Cuhan ~nd Haiti~n Entrants 



. ' 
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We: oppose the Senate provi~ion that would make Cuban' and' Haitian entral1ts iJ;~ligible for 
means-tested assistance. This would place an undue burden on Statean.d local govermilents, 
and we strongly recommend that Cuban and Haitian entrants. remain eliin,le for i!isistancc. ' 

. , ., 	 . 

V.', 'Effective Date Pro,\'isions, 

The deeming provisions in both 'versions WOl.lld· require careful coordination among Execuli.v~ 
branch agencies' and State agencies responsible tor program admirtistration, and require the 
establishment of new standards for the affidavits of support executed by sponsors of fanlily­
based visa applic!IDts. The House version would require that a new affidavit form be 
promulgated \vithin ninet), days of enactment. and that an aBen applica.nt's income and 
resources be deemed ,to include the assets ofthe sponsor no later than ninet)' days ,thereafter, 

, '---~~T-he ..Senate provisions for deeming would take~ffeCt on the date of enactment, leaving no 
time for coordination among the Federal and State 'agencies prior ,to implementation. 

If sufficient lead time js not provided; the burdens of administering the new provisions while 
J:,.'Uidance is being dtlvetoped would be felt most severely by state and local governments', We 

, " , 	 strongly urge the conferees to adqpt an effective date of one year after enactment. This 
w~~d ' , ,. 

permit the :developmerit of a functional and enduring system for sponsorship requirements and 
. attribution 'of resou,r\:es. and allow full Federal and State coordination and public input. A 
one-year period for implementation o.f the deeming requirements would obviate the llecessity 
for separate deadlines forthedeveloprnent of an affidavit of SUPPOIt form and, for the use of 
such form. ' 

Similarly, the House version would require the Attor~ey General to publish 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 provision~, the nood for 
coordination among Federal. State and loeal 'agencies re,garding this importantregulatiol1 
warrants a six-month effective date. 

V. Summary" 

We look tbrward ~o Congress enacting bipartisan legislation that attacks. illegal immigrction 
arid reduces the utilization of welfare by sponsored legal immigrants. However, we are 
conunittcd to achieviIlg these goals in' a manner that also protects th¢ fundEl.l1lentai value~ of 
aliowing American families to reunite; protecting public health and safety; providing legal 
immigrants with a hand-up, rather than a hand..out; protecting ~hHdren;' and limiting costly 
new mandates on State and local governments. A bill ,that hOllors these, values will be 
acceptable: one that threatens ptiblichealth 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 th,ar lakes, action against illegal immigrants but honors our tradition of 
treating legal immigrantsfairly." . 

k' 
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Pag,e 7,. The Honorable Robert Dole 

Identical letters have been sent to Senator Daschle, the Speaker of the House, and the· 
Honorable Richard O~hal'dt. ' ' 

The: Office of-Management and Budget has advised thatthere is no objection to the 
presentation of this report from the standpoint of the Administration's program, 

Sincerely, 

I ' 

Donna E. Shalala.. S,ecretary 

. I 

(Robert Reich, Secretar~' ?) 

·(S~irloy Chater, Commissioner ?), . 
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lirBl1dget Bill; , 
.. '.... 

"';PresideniWins', 	 ", 

:. ',"Weltare,Battle 
. ' " .... N~YP~TER i:I1iLBORN 

\, 	 , 
Wl\SHINGTON, )uly 3i ....:. When, 


President Clinton signed the welfare, ' ' ,,:, 

, ,.

bilUast year~ he, s~id it 'waS "f~r . '. '-'terl'a"',-for such'J"oirsh,ortag'e a,re~;so" ,'from perfect," : ,ana p!edged. to ,Under the, 1996 welfare law,noncit- :, ' , ' , 
':changewhat is wrong." '. ,:' izens" including, many "who, had,' the;,Department:of' ',~gricultu:r~,_. 

Slim ,as ttie'odds 'seemed then, Mr.. ' worked in the United States and paid,' whiC;h enforces',fooosta,mp regula;._,' 
Clintorf.1argely got ,his way in the, taXes for up to10 yearS".lOsi Supple- ' tions; h~s'been ~in~ il.Labor ~art- , 
budget 'agreertl~li\ that bOth ~~am- "" rriental Security,lpcome, the welfar~ , ',ment criteria to deflge such a~ea~. So " 
ber.s of Congress have jU,st appro,vea, ,prograrrifor the ageo and,disabled 'far; ,said, a departmen,t spokesman, ' 
He paid a' price:in acquiescing to tax, poor, 'alJd:Meqicaid; the health: insur.l,;Phil" Shanholtzer,"~~d!eos~ and , 
cuts "for wealthier Americans, ,ana- ance program for ~he poor", hUl1dredsof comm,umtles, m at le~~~ i ' , 

'lysis'on the'left' andrighfsay, bUt ,he "Now, legal immigrants who resid- '41' s~ates~' ~~~e,~n :xe~pted. ":;" " 
won,' major concessions iIi ,blunting ed in, the 'Unite~ Stat~.s last Aug. 22, The A~n:;tmlstratio~ s. bl~est coup 
some: of the welfare law's,toughe:st. when the Presld~nt signed the wel-, I .may be m the' $24 billion that Con­

", 	 pt,ovision~::, , '. , '",'", fare b~ll into law, remain eligible for·,gress gr<:¢ted over 'five years to ex"': 
, The-Presidelltalso,lo;;t somebat-. the programs,: whether. they, were, tend Medicaid to haIf, the nation's,10,. 
ties, For example: he was'unablE~;to coveredlj~ them,then or will need' ,millionChildreIl\vhohlckhealtb';care ", 

raise food SHimp allo,iments to fam-' them inthe future. Only.th,ose arriv7' coverage. Pa~t of th~ cost, ~oWd-:be 
ilies living in, high~cost, areas like·, irig ,in this· country. after that d~te ,paid with, increases m the cigarette 
New York City, where the, rent 'can, remainexeJ'u<!ed., "': .:,:, ' " tax, from 24 cents a pack now tc;> 34 

':consume', morli! than half, their' in-,:, : The budget biI) gives the President' cents by 2000 and, 39 cents by 2002., ,,' 

, r ,come, and he won onl~$L5 billion' of another.p~ovisiori thathe str:esse~ ir;t, , That aM the restoration pf Medic­,I 

, the $4.& billion he sought for all food ' his re~lection 'campaign last fall: a 'aid:' .for ,legal immigrants' arid: for 
stamp spending. .,," , " ,'welfare-to.:work taX credit:' "some'disabied 'children who los1.i1 

'I'Mor~over, nothing changes ,'the 'To entourage more employers to ,'Underthewelfare.1aw: marka'~'ig 

, basic objective, of the welfare law hire and 'retain, Welfare' recipients, ,Change in thefortrinesofthe'wotkiIig , , 

, .that botl,l Mr. C!intcm:,and Congr~ss . Cong~ess,.,approvedpaying '.einploy~ . poor:andof indigent families, Admin- ,'" 

e~~orse, It' turns, over "most' O! tpe. ,ers.a 35 percentcred~t on wage~ up to istration,officials said. ' ~ ,' , '
.' , 

,control of the welf.a~e sy?teIp !O the "$10,000, of $3,500,in the ,firs~, year :. "WithMedicajd:~ said.Meliss~,T~: , 

" ' .states,ends tlie old· system'5, womb- >'that ,those who had, been oli welfare' :Skolfield., the spokeswtmiim, for ,the, " 


" 	 ," :' to~tomb, ~e'~tit;ement ',to, cash, assist- ; reniain~ orithe joh,:and even more -:- D.~partment, of Health and \HuI?an . 
ance, 'I1Il11tS: welfal,'e payments, ,to ,50 percent on the first $10,000 of their· Services. "we were able to achieve 

"'\ ,J families toa,maximl:lmoUive years seco'hd year's, wages. The' Depart", ,everything we wa.rited...., ',' , 
',', 

' 

,"'and requires that \Velfare recipients tnentof. Health and Human'Services ,,' The Children's ,Defense Fuild,'one " 
, . beengage(j in work cirwork~te\ated" said the ,plan would ,cOSt: ori~y $600 ' of the', 1996 welfare laW'S harshest 
, : activity Iwithin two year~: ' ,',' ',"million over'six years. ' :, • :i " ", 'critks, remaiIis ,opposed to the, wel- \ , 

,', BeSide~ the':copceS~Ions 10 .the " Congress also, ap})roved $3 pillion -'Iare.t~work time: limits." but is ," 

, ~udget bdl. Mr. qInton,has won 1m, ' over two years 'in job-hilnting ass~st-: plea;;ed with tlje M~icaid ~anges. , 


:, por~ant oattlesover how the regula~' ance. for mostly single. able-bodied, "The child health provision is a very 

- tions.impJementingthe\1996welfare adults. :Underthe,welfarelaw, ~is' big victory,", said .Debo'rall W:ein­


" , law are,apP/led,FQr .ex,:!mple. the, group is treated 1110reharshly than stein. director of the" fllI1d's family 
Labor, Departme~t: recently ruled mo'st. They at~ al!owed food stamps' income diviSion. '," .":,", 
that' ~el~are reclple~ts.who, ,take 'oidy for 'three ~oriths. every' three :r' Across the pOliticalspectrum.ana~ • 
state Jobs must be paid the $5.l5-an-, 'years .i.mles,s theya.re w!>rk~~g. , ,', Iysts say Mr. Clinton won much more 

. '( But. the b~~~e~ bJll,permlt~ states than, he' lost. .1 Isabel 'V. Sawhill.' a·.
C.ontin~l?,l;tQr).E,gg~ A20 ' -'.' .to exempt 15 percent ,of the adults senior fellow at 'the .Urban Institute ' 

, COl~:ti~~ed Fron¥ Page A{ " ,", ' frpr,n .this: requfrenie!lt, ,and it allo-,' and'for two years an associate,direc- ' 
cates. the, $3 billion, for jQb-hunt,iIig ,tor of the White Hoiise Office,ofMah~- I" 

, 	 ':. ",,'.': ,.': , ~ssistance.and traini,ng, whiCh cri~- :;agementand 13udget,: urges:a Wh~l1Y , 

, hour mlmmu.m wage. aru~1Og. that, 'ICSS~y.. vl0la~es :the welfa~e.law,s ':differel)toverhaulofthe)W!l1are~~s-
, 'has ',Southern ,states brIstlIng. an,d . overnd1OgobJective ofrequlr~g 1:1.11 : temf,one that focuses ,much· more:on ' 


that ih~ budget bll! lets s~and. ," ", .reClpientsto go tOwQrk. .",.', sCh~ol sySteinsand a.il.tilg dties~:', ~'''", 

. ',EI8:ine .Ryan! director ,of gove~~ ,', "J:h~ w~lfare ,bill h~d. an,o~r~tm~.' "Buttrom a political persPective." 


, "" meIlt affaIrs f~r t~e A!llerlcan Ppphc paradlJim ~ work~ nO:,Job. tr~mgi' i, :sh~ added.. ~'yOlJ ~~ve ,t? call. ~ I,a. 

" ., Welfare A,ss,o~latIon,saldMr, pmton ',Mr. Besharov, SaI~. ThIS IS a, $3 I 'real win for ,the p,resldent :and a " , 


,'';". ' "~certain~y' got ~hat he wanted" for b~lli<?~ boondoggle,hu.sh mo,~y, ~or .',partial viin for. the poor." " ,. ,;,',' 
, ' ", the welfare law, m the ,budget d~al. ",blg-Clty may()rs to, qUiet them down Michael Tanner director of health 


1 ,DouglasJ:" Beshatov, ,resident 'on :Welfare, reform.", " "', arid welfare stUdi~s at the coriseiVa~' 

, :: . " . scholar, aune"Arher.i~aI1 Enterp~is!L, Able,bOdiei:l,ad.ults ,~l'\Ve·aJso pro~~.'tive Ca(o Institute was mo'si' critical 


" 
" , . 1nstit'4t7'. ScUd;,.' 'Th!,! P.resident's~c~ ,. ~t~d from. Ule waythe Administra~ion_. of t,he Labor D~p~ment'srequire~ " 

" ~ee~ed.. 10 movm~ t~~ bI~~mu_~,h clos- 15 enforcm~ :the,three.m?rJth, thr~•. mentthat people,. on work~are re- ,,'/ 

" "er to hlso",{n prlO:lt1es., ". \ "year .provl,slon. 'The ··la,w. p~rm!ts ,ceiv:e the ininimum wage: "We' are' 
Wen~ell ,E: Pr!l)1,lls; ;yho" help~d~ stat~sto ~xempt ,communIties WlthihipidlYllIldOii1g the' welfare' ftdorm 

wn,te ,~r.~hmon~':orlJim~l welfare, u~employment ab?ve)O'percem or 'law even before we've. seen" If it 
legl?laHon:, and res~gned ,m ,prot~~t ' WIth shor:tages <?f ~obs. ' , :' '. . work~:" hesaid.. :" " . " ,;- ' 

, , ,o~er the,comprom~Se$wprked out But,th~ law does not establIsh CrI- ." But he agreed 'with' Ms. Sawhill c:m, 

With ,Cong~~s~, ,said, ~he economy 'another point... :':The 'PreSident.got .' ' ! 

must ':'feather a rece~slOn .i?efore the everything,he wanted." he'said,"and 


,impact of, the ~el.fare law ca~ be , _, .' then'some.',' / ' , . 

'fairly ,assessed, "But;" Mr~ Pf,lmus, . , 'i . ,,'.' .' .. 


, added, "there's no doubt thaC this, " ," ',' 


'" budget bill, in terms of What it does ~' , , ,., . 'k ~' "" 
'forirnmigrants. welfare-to-work and "f,:l,', ~,_,~,.~4I.:'.~"'~.,""Bot', "~·l'm'",.., t:1.."'"' '" ' fopd stamps, reVerSe$ some of: the ~ :I" ~,-\."'W 11 ~ '>i-J 

.worst aspects of. thew~lfareJ~w." . " 
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" .·.Defen~e,:ChiefDetails-FauJts. 
, I :'~'I . . 	 • , . 

,Of,G'eneraljn Saudi BO,mhing,' 
, . . -AI, ;" .BY'~RIC 'S~HMITT' .', ­

" 
<. ,I, --- - --- - t __. . 

'WASflING!?N,July 3i ~ ri¢~en~e. ",Continue.d From page Al " . 
Secretary,WIlham.S, Cohen sa.d to-,. ' , _ ____ _ _ _.,_" ____ , 

day th~lt the Air FOrce, general in ,'. , ' , , ' ing criticized General'Schwaller for 

charge of the h04sing complex iii, ,side ,the. perimeter fence, 80 feet failing to' protect ~s' troops, but·,he 

Saudi Arabia where 19~airmenwere 'from the apartment building. . 'also said the Air Force,oommander's \ 

/ ) 


killed in, a terrorist blast last year ;,' . The: siren warning' sy~tem;' called" headquarters i'did not proVide ,suffi~

',. h'ad sufficient warning of a possible,. ~igVoice, had qot been .tested ~ince "cient guidance, ,assistance and o.ver- " 
-.} : ,attack, but failed to safeguard .his' 1994 and,could not be.heard by'most.,. sight to avener mitig",te theattacjc 

<. 


troops', " ., '.' " ;.,... peopl~ inside ~e puildings . .-The only. on Khobar Towers;" ':", 

, Despite the warnings, ih~ . officer" ',waY,to 'alert troops inside was ,to . Mr. Conen 'rejected, that. finding•. 

'Brig. GEm. Terryl J, S,chwalier. did ;knock. on every door in.the eight-,.· saymgthatin ~emonthsbeforethe 


, 	not take such. basic steps as' estab- building complex. C0ri!mahder~ as-, bombing, witJ:t· iptelligence· 'repprts . 
lishingan. effective·· al~rm .system· , sumedthai in. an emergency, a door- . fdei)tifying the pousing 'complex. as a , 
,and ,regularly practicing a plan to .. to-door. evahiation would tak~ no prime target and A~eri~ se~rity 
evacuate tro/?ps trom the' Khobar . :niore than fiv~ minutes; ,investlga-, . officials thwaf.tingat least ,onebomb- , "I, .. 

'T9w~rs buil~in.gs. ,~ecret.ary Cohen' tors/.ound itwould actually take 10 to i~gattempt, GeIie~al! S~hwaIier " 
saId, m~xplammg hiS deCISIon to hold 15 mmutes..· " , .' ...... '. . "never referred any protect,lon prq~ 

, CJ,:neral Sch'YaHer iiccountable ,and. .~ 'Geri~ John M.. Shalika~hvi1i; " the !ems up the ,chain of .hiS ,command;:' . 

.,bloc~ his scheduled promotion: " . Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. . . "His chain' of 'command 'kepthim 

. "Brigadier GenerarSchwalier rec~ ,ci:)Ocurred with Mr.Cohen~sposi'tion. appriSed of the threat. that he .faced 


, I 	 ,,', ognized that a car or truck bomb' saYing., "IUs reasonable to' expect. and,offeredsupport On force protec­
parked ,on the edge of the K.hobar, that a'commanderofhis rankahdhis tiOrl/' ·Mr. Cohensaid, and'therefore 

. cqmplex p~sed ~serious t~re,at,to hiS .. experience. would 'not:,have had t,hose' w~s not culpable. "Under :those. cir: 
per:sqnnel:. Mr .. Cohen told report- 'lapses." ..... .' < , "', cumstances. it seems ,to me ,that· we 
ers."b,ut he did not take' adequate .' As' a, result; Mr:CohEm,said Pres i- put the· accountaoility exactly where . 

, aCCGlll:{,of the"implications of this 'dent,'Clintontoday accepted hi~ rec,. it belongs, and that iSwiththe.per.son· 
terrortst threat to develop an.effec" omrrtendation . that General Schwa- who fs in chatgeof force protection. 

,tive ~esponse plan:.,!t seems to m,e' .lier's promotion to majorgenefal; a He is not being made a scapegoat; De 
thars elemental." ':, "," . ,', " . two-star rank; be·withdrawn: .. , isbeing,heldaccqimtable."'· ,. ',. 

When: asked whether ,lives WOUld ... ,(:JeReral Schwalier, a 28-ye~'r vet, ,The Air Force :coll~ctiv~ly ,dis; 
~ '~ave t?een sav:~d had Gener~1 Schwa- .eran who held an 'operations job at . agreed. Two~Air Force, mqumes ab~ 

bertaken the extraprecautiqns, Mr. ! the. Pentagon pendmg; Mr. 'Cohen's solved General, Schwali~rof ClOY., 
. Cohen said:' "I believ~ they ·would !decision;'sl'iid in a statement that he blame, Citing more than 130 security.. 
'have~ been h,elp~uL Whether, or, not ' WOUld.. retire e'atly~, .' measures he took." I' : " . 

they WOUld, in:tact,l1aye s~ved all of, . "My ·iiItense' hope is that com- Feeliilgs'ran so high that on·Mon­
the lives~d, the h~ndre~s of ,people. Imanders iIi the-field will not be ,widu-'. 'da~, the top ge~eral in the ~r Force" " 
who were' Injured·: IS.' an open. ques- ; ly criticized every time ,Something : Gen. Ronald R. Fogleman, abruptly_, ... 
tion.", .' " .~" " . . 'b~d happens;" ~e general'said.'. ,,.resigrted ~'year befo~hisfour-year 

Mr. Cohen s deCISion to hold,.G~.- Mr" ,.Cohensaid he was not . advo-' term as AIr ,For,ce ChIef of Staff was 
,~ral ?c~walie~ re~po~sib!e eh~s a 14- . cating' -a '~zero defect" menbiUty". up largely ~caus~ ofthe deCision fie . . ' 

'. month mvesttgatlon l~tO . the pelice~ which·' .he conceded 'WOUld. have a I expected Mr. Cohen would make. Mr~. . 
tim~'militarydisaster:The bom,bing ,chilling effect' on commariders"ini-'.Cohen said.he"nad not ,t()ld the'ge~- ' 
underscore.dtheincreasing wlnera- : tiative and morale: ., ." . ' 'eral of his decision before he re~ 
bility of American troops to terror-: '. '~'tknov/that perfection is impossl- 'sigl}ed;b~t" .(:Jeneral Shalikash~ili 
i~ts even in ,the most s,ecure allied ble .. he said "and I also know thaa' said" he had' shared his own recorn-" 
countries:, It 'also oPeried an angry', 'ie;o-defect ~ttitude can make com- 'mendation With General Fogleman . 
int~rs~rvice,. d~bate over' h,Ow ac-" mand~rs ve'ry ,cautious and . timid; '. ,before' he stepped dowp., ,... . ," 
countablecommande!l),sqould be for jeopardizing success in battle, .',' ,General' Fogleman . haq,' been 
'calamities on ~eir watch. ".'. ' "What weh~ve to .insist upon is threateniDg.for ,weeks to. quit if Mr. 
, . Afterr~viewIng three volummous, that our.commanders take. 'all' r.ea-·. Cohen. disciplined·. General, ,Schwa-' 
but sharply 90nflicting m~litary in-. sonable measures toprotec:t their" lier, ~measure theMr Forse Chiefof 

'quiries into '~e Jun~ 1996 bombing, -troops~,Not'thatVtake: every-con-. Staff had, said wo\,lld be unfair.!!lls ' 
. Mr. ,Cohen: said today that 'G~neral,! ceivablemeasure, but what is rea-. ,challenge' seemed only· t,Qtrntat~ 
Schwalier.did take action,S to protect 'sonableunder" the circumstances: . Secretary ,Cohen; who quietly began 

" 

his troops·iigainst the threat' of, a' 'nat's not· zerodefect;th.i,t's a test., . iilterviewing candidates to take'the,' 
.	~uicide' bomb penetrating the'com-. 'Of reaSonableness.;" 'arigrygenetal'sjob... '. 
plex; bu~ did n~t' doenough'agains~ ",Lawmakers generally pr~isedthe . ,,'Mr. Cohert said.today he had, 

" 

the prospect of a bomb parked out- 'decision 'of Mr. Cohen ciJformer Re-, picked Gen. Michael E .. ~yan, the, ' 
. " .. ~. , " ",'.. 	 publican Senator: froO-; Maine.... · .: . ,. head o~ U~ited. State~ Air forces in., 
. Contm~ed on Page A18 ',: 	 . ~"He;followedcorrectprQcedures'; Euro~ ~d a form~r com~ander of 

a."ld, reached, the "correct decision;'" NATO wr forces oyer Bosma, to suc;: r, " 
said SenatorJohnW. Warner ,the .' ceedGeneral'Fogleman. The, ap: ,

\ \. ,- _ " ". .I, .. ' ;" ',f0 • 

, Virginia Repub!ic~ 'w~o heads the: .pointtne>ltrequ,lres Senate connrma-. 
. Senate Armed Services Committee. tion: .' . ,,' ;'>' 

" Blit oth~r legislators said tile-Sec- ',General Rya~, 55" is a, Vietnax:n-efa, .' 
retary should also.have disciplined fighterpilot'and'fQrm~r top aldet,o .. 

'. General Schwaiier's, superiors'" General ShalikashvilL lie is the first' ' 
"!That woul!i be myjudgment/',said son of ~a militaIjY ~erv~ce, chief to. ....: 

" . ";S,en,tor Arle,.'Specter, tne~ennsyl·. '. folio:"" in hisJather's footsteps; Ge~. 

vania Republican :who heads the Vet- eral Ryan'~·father" John, was the All' 


. erans' Affairs Committee:- '" , Force' Chief of Staff from .'1969 .to
I 
, 'That' was "a dmclusiofiOf the firs,t . 1913.'. 

Pentagon'investigation;qeadE!d by a·' . 
,retired' .four-star "Army . general, . 
Wayne' A. ·Downin~. General,Down­

.-, 

·<!tlJe~eUtioi·kt!ttnt,e~ 	
, 
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'" ~,M(-~S~'August I. 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Secretary Kantor, 

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 '994 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 ofthe table. the C~nsus Bureau estimate~ that there 
were r5.6 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 US. citizenship) in the US. in 1994. Census estimates that of the 15.6 million 
U.S. residents that were foreign-born non-citizens in 1994 between 3.5 arid 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 1994.2 A substantial number of these 
foreign-born non-citizens who receive assistance. however. have lived i.n 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 legal immigrant who are not eligible to become 
US. citizens. i.e .• those that have been theU:S. Jor less than five year.s~ 

rh~ right-hand column of the table shows the comparable figures for foreign·born non· 
citizens that entered the US. after J9s'9. Of this group only 198,000 received assistance. 

1 The CPS is a monthly survey of approximafely60.000 households. One' of Its pri~cipal 
fynctions Is to provide monthly estimates of un.employment 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 c;ensLis-'-individuals are asked whether or no.. 
they were born in the United States. Those who say that they were born outside offhe U.S. are 
also asl<ed 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 degreefo which individuals answer the survey 

questions truthfully. In this context It is important ta note that responses to census surveys are 

strictly confidential and are ~ used 'to enforce U.S. immigration or other laws. 

Cons~quently. respondents have no real incentive to lie. 

2 These estimates cover only AFDC and general assistance provided by states. 
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u.s. Immigrant Population in '994 

Foreign-born non-citizens* 

Arrived 
Total After 1989 

(thousands) 

Total :15.593 4,380 
.,.. , .. 

Qf which: 

Received Public Assistance** 676 1~8 


Addenda: 

17 and under 2.214 1,136 


... U:S. residents who were born'outside ofthe United States and are not: U.S. citizens.. 

** Covers only AFDC and general assistance provided by states. 

Source: Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Number P20·486. "The 


.. Foreign-Born Population:' 1994." 

! ' 

2 
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i. 	 ,. 

July 17,1996 

MEMORANDUM 

, TO: Barbara Wooley . 

.FROM: ,', ''ine Fagnani 'f:;r: . 
I L , '.' " ~. ~. .' 

RE: Welfare Reform Legislation . 

I wanted to let you know why I was calling this'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 d~eming for Medicaid for legal 'immigrants 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 willing to to 
try to help us behind the scenes, bL,Jt 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 t!:le·leadership. Do you think that this is possible? , l, 

I spoke with Mary Cassell from Ken Apfel's staff about this earlier this 

afternoon, but was not sure who else to try to contad 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 provider letter sent to the House and 
Ser,ate today, 

Please call me to discuss.. 

" 

.. 

. /.:J....•.•'. ~ W 
V~c,u '. 

" > , 



FROM: sa FAX HO. I 202....'" 97-18-96 12133A P.02 

"','. .. 
0:\00£\00".,. 

, , 

,Calendar No. _ 

Purpose: To delaytqr n 2~Y"ar period the implcm.tmultioD' 
, of the at.tn"bu.tion of lpaUsOr'8, InC!ome,_thu G-yeGr bC'\I1J 

tho deeming Pl'OCeduI"CfJ1 Rnd the pllblie "clto.rgedeportn;' 
tion PS'OviBlons., ' ' 
_., , 

IN 1111 8&NATB ,0" THB VND.w 8TA~l04diColqf.. lei Se... 

s____--­
, , " 

.. T~ prov1do tor reconcilitatiull pursl1l\nt to aeetittn 202(1.) of 
the eonel.lTrent resolution on the budret tor filCal year 1997. 

. . 

Rde:rred totfte.,Comm~tt:ee OD _'___--~-__-_ 


alid ordered tD be printed· 


Orderad to lie on tl18 table and to be print.ed 


AMnNDM.tiJNTS intended to be prDposed, by Mr. KHNNKIDY 


VlJ: 

1 At the etld of BtlCtiOJl' 240S(a)(2), add the following: 
. , , 

;. : 

2 (J) Por the 2-year period begiDning on the , ' 

3 'date or t)le eJUWtDient of this, Act, Any item M' 
,4", . lervice provided uDder Do State plal1 uDder title, 

, - ," ' 

:s ' XL"t (or titJo 'XV, iI' opplicable) 0' thG ,'ScoW 

, 6 Se<.'Urity 'Mi (othc~' tha.n emergency' 1I1@dioal ' " 

7 

\; . 

,8 At the «!lid of section 2421, add the rolkrWinr: 

1UL 16" g,:;' 17:,'::;" 

http:print.ed


FAX NO.:, 202 07-18-96 12:33A P.83 

B.I..C. ' 


2 

'1 (e) FJX()E~JON.~For tho 2.yenr periodbeKinnjng on 

2 the ,date of the enactmeat. uf this Act, Rub.emull (fl.) ,b • .l) 
, " 

3 ''Dot Apply to medioal, uAilltwU!ta. provided nndp.r, n. State 

, 4nlan undB'title XIX (or title ~V, it applicable) of t.heSo-', 

S oial SeGu.nty Act. 

6 " At the and of aedtiOIl 2422(b). Ad.d,the follQWine-: , 

7 (8) For the 2.ytiUr pEtiiod beginDing on th()~to ; 
" 

8 ot the enAM.mAnt. n1 thia Act. beneti~ and aeni~ea.., 

9 , 'eamparable to benefits ~d serviccs providc.'<l under, 

10 It. State plaD under title XIX (OT title XV, it applica­

11' ble) ,of, the Socilll Securif~ Act (other than 81DOl'­

12 gency medtcal "IIrvices described inJl8.l'8R"lph (1 n. 

13 'At the end of Keetion 2423(d), add the foll~ 

14 (9) For the' 2-ye&l' period beginning on titt. date 

IS ' of the enactment of this Act, ' anyiliun,0.,. &erri(~e 

, 16',,' provided under a Sta.te plan under title XIX (or titl~ 

17 ' ,XV,it applioable)or the Sooial S8e11rit)r .Ar:t(nt.her 

18 'thall emqeMy medi(l.&i servi~s d.eieribedin 1J8.r8" 

J9 tpoaph (1». 



FROM: BB" , ........ FAX NO.: :202 
 07-18-96 12:llA p.e~ 

O:\(""o'C\GOE81l.2H ' , S.l .. ,;, 

.AMENDMENT NO. ~ Calendar No. _ 
. .,' . 

.Purpose: To delay lor 24 months any requirement that an 

, entity ve~ the eHgtbi1ity ot a cluuUtil.-d alien. , ' 


8.___ 

, . . . ." 

·.1'0 provide tor N:Ul1ciliaUou puTsuant to aection202(a) of " 

tho eollCurront resolutialll 011 the budRt-"t fortbM!alyear 1997 . 


....... , 

Beferied to the Committee on _--------'--_ 

, and ordered to be print.ed ' 


Orderad fA) lie on the btblc and to be prillted 


A.MTcNDKENT iDtendcdto be Pl."OJ)Oaed by Mr. KRNN£nv 


VIz: 


1 At the 000 of section 2432, Add the fon~ng: 


'2', '(d) Tll.AN8JTJON RnLx.-No enti~ shall be rP.quirod 


, 3to ~fythc eliFbilityof G.q\laU,fted alifUl (as' defined in' 

. . .~ 

, 4 RCtion 2f.1l(b) for nu!djeal aM1stn.ncp. Wldcra State plM 
" 'J 

, Ut&el« I.itle XIX (Ot tltlo XV; it appUcable) of th41 Sooia~ 

6 Sccu.rity :Aet, or fJla'kP. any detenninations 1"P.quitccl under 
, , 

1 .section, 2402, 2421, 2422, orWlY llther seetion of this title " 

,8' with respect to IUchauBn. until 24 months after ~ date 
, . 


g" of the '81tAetment ot thia,Ant. 


, ' 
',. 

" 

. ," 

TI II 1t:: .eu- ...... c::-"7 

http:print.ed
http:O:\(""o'C\GOE81l.2H
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0:\00£\00'198.21'1 !u.•.(J•.. 

AMENDMENT NO.'_ . OAlendu No. _ 

Pu.rpoec: To require the Comptrollor General· of the United 
State.. ·1.0 report on the eftect. ot t.he implcmOT't.ft.tion 

. of the provi,ion~ )·tdating to bo.mullg. aliens tram 1'!eP.iv­
. illg assistance under' thD .rnedicu.~ prOgram and thA im- ' 
plon\etttation ,of the dooming reqnirementS for !lUch 

.Uelas Ullder ncb Pl'ORT'aJn. 

s., 

To provide for reaonoiliation pursuant tD III!OtJnn 202(a) of 
, the concurrent. resolution on the budget tor fiRClai year 1997. 

Rderred tAJ lJ..e e.ommittiCe on ---,__________ 

and ordered u; be ,printed 

Ordored to lie on the table and to be printed ' 

AQNDJlENT bloonded to ,be proposed by Mr.KJI!NNKI)'" 

'Via:'" 

1 . , , .At the eDd uf tlubchapter D. of. ohapter', ot l'lJbtitl~ . , . . , '. . 

,'2 A, add the fo1J.owiDg: 

3 .uc. _____ GAO 1181'CiBT•.' .. 

4 , '(a) , RElaoBT .-Nnt. later, th.t&il 1 yenr after the date 
, ',' ' . 

5 ot tIL" Q1U1.atrnont t)f thia Ju.-t., tht1 f'.omptroller- General of . . . . 

6 the United Statea shall RUbmit' a report to the PI"8Bident, 

7 ,and tllf~ ~..ongrt'JlA' on thcp.ft~ts or the. itnplemcntA.tlon, of 

8 'the provisions ~r th~ ahaptar relAt.ing to banning aJhml . 

9 frorn r«eiving aa&:sLtmO<': UUciel: ttl" medir.aid progn\1R nlld 

1 ' 

.' ; 
" '. 

http:1'!eP.iv


FAX,NO.: 202 07-18-96 12:34R P.06 . .. ", 

. 0:\00E\00DS.257 R.L.C. 

;2 

1 . the iinp~mentation of tit.! deoming requirements imposed 
, , .. , ". 

2 under this Chapter f4lr ~~n ADOl19 uru.ler ¥U~\ program.. 

3 . (b) CONTlCNTS n.... lluPOll.'1·.-·T.h~ report descrihed in 

4 . 8nblOOtiol). (a). shall il'1clndarm analy&iJ ot-, 
S ,:. , . (1) thefiseal impact otthe ban-and the-d(-em­

6 . : 'iDg requirements deRmbod in ..ubseetion (a)· on pro­
. .' '. . 

·7 viders .under.the mediea1d pJt)gram and Laxl'&)"tTe; 

8 lUld 

,9 (2) the p~bJic health impact of topplying the, 

10 , provisiol16 of this 'nhnptcr :relating to, a1l~. ball· and' 

11 . BUch deenlin, requirements.· 

, ;~ 

," 

JUL 16 .~ 17:~4 
... , 
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American Association of Eye and Ear Hospitals 
American Hospital Association 

Association of American Medical Colleges , 
American Osteopathic Healthcare Association 

Federation of American Health Systems 
, InterHealth 

", , National Association of Children's Hospitals., 

07-18-96 '12:34A P:87 

National Association of Community Health Centers' ' ' 
National Association of Psychiatric Health Systems 

National Association of P~blic Hospitals & Health Systems 
, ".Premier, Inc. 

The Catholic Health Association of the United States 

July 17.1996 

Dear Senator: ' 
. " 

As, health care providers caring for millions of Americans in rural and urban areas, we 
are writing to express our concern abo'ut .certain provisions in the welfare reform legislation that 
the House and Senate are scheduled to consider this week. The provisions concerning legal 

',1 immigrants,coupled with more restrictive state welfare eligibility rules that could affect 
. Medicaid eligibility, 'may potentially result in millions of U.S. citizens and legal immigrants losing 

,, ' Medicaid coverage. ' 

1.' 	 Millions ofCh!ldren and Parents On' AFDC Could Lose Thtflt' MedIcaid Covet'8ge 

",' Under current law, IO~ jncom~ families which receive welfare a~ automatically eligible 
for Medicaid. lhe proposed welfare refonn legislation would give states two options for 
reducing Medicaid cover:age:' , " 

(1) 	 ',by limiting Medicaid to only those ,individuals eligible for the state's new block , 
grant program,lfor which eligibility criteria is likely to be more,'restrictive than ,the 
current AFDC program}; arid " . . 

,(2) :, ",tor those stateswith AFDC income limits which are above the national average 
as of March 1,"1996 (the national average AFDC income limit for a family of 

'three Is Just 39 percent of the federal poverty levei), by requiring Medicaid. 
, eligibility only for those individuals meeting the national average income and 
resource criteria. ' 

Up to 1.5 million children and four million pst'fmts could lose theIr Medicaid coverage. 

Lack of health'insurance coverage is a barrier to moving low income individuals from Welfare to 
work. Studies show that 75 to 80 percent of the loW wage jobs likely to be held by individuals 
on welfare do not provide health insuran.ce. During the welfare reform debate this past Fall. . 

.' members of Congress stated that they did not want people to lose health insuranCe as a result 
of welfare reform. We urge CongresS to include a streamlined hold harm/ells proVision 
which would require .states to (:ontlnue Medicaid eligibility fOr individuals who would ' 

. have qualified for AFDC under the eligibi~ity rules In. effect In 1995. 

, " 

http:insuran.ce
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2. 	 Legal Immigrant Provisions Are an Unfunded Mandate on Providers and Could 


, " Harm U.S. Citizens "" " . , 


The legal immigrant provisions in both the House and Senate bills would bar legal 

immigrants from eligibility for Medicaid for five years. After five years, Ule legisla~ion 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 • cost shift from the 

"federal government to state and local entities and providers of care, because providers 

will still treat legal immigrants, but in most cases may receive no reimbursement from tl:le 

,sponsor or Medicaid l'8imbursement., And this cost shift will disproportionat"ly fall on providers 

in" states with large numbers of legalimmigrants--states such as Califomia, Texas, Florida, 


" NewYork, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Pennsylvani,a, and Illinois.,," ' 	
\ ' 

These provisions will force hundreds of thousands of legal immigrants 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 communicable diseases while 
increasing 'the overall cost of providing necessary care. " , '. " ,. 

The dramatic fin~ncial impact of the legal immigrant provisions has yet to be evaluated 

by the Congress. For instance, providers could be forced to cut back essential services or 

close units that serve thei,rentire communities--both U.S. citizens and legal immigrants. 

Immigrants constitute 30 to 60 percent of the patient population of some providers. Therefore, " 


, we urge, the Congress to delay implementation of th~ five Year bar for two years after the 
bill ,Is eQacted. and,direct the General A ccounting Office to ~udy and report 0'; the 

, impactioHhese 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 legislation. We urge the Congress to modify the legislation to avoid eliminating 

Medicaid coverage for many U.S. citizens and legal immigrants, and substantially increasing, 

the burden of uncompensated. care we provide. " . 


. Sincerely, 

. The. Above-Signed Organizations 
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PROPOSAL TO EXTEND CERTIFICATION PERIODS 

FOR FOOD STAMP HOUSEH()LDS CONTAINING NONCITIZENS 


Background: TIle new welfare bill would require'States to remove almost all legal immigrants currently 
receiving food stamps froni 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 applicants immediately. 

Under thenewlegislatiori, those immigrants currently on the program sho\Jld be judged against the new 
stricter criteri!l at their nex~ "recertification" with the mandate of removing all current recipients by one year 
from the date: ()f enactment. When food stamp households first apply for benefits, they are allowed to 
participate for a fixed number of montns; not ,to exceed 12 months 'in most cases. 

Issue: Should USDA grant an automatic waiverto allow State agencies to delay 'a legal ilIlIIiigrant's 
recertification?· Statescould,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 than 12 months.· ',. , . 

Pro: 

Equity - This proposal might grant adilitional time to those legal immigrants who have applied for 

citizenship and others who intend to naturalize without losing benefits. The- bill delayed implementation of 

the new alien eligibility criteria until January 1 , 1997 for other programs: 


Difficulty ofverification - Households which meet the exemption criteria may be unfairly, terminated because 

Federal and State 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 State agencies will have to work together to pevelop 

verification requirements ,and procedures.' . 


Con: 

Limitations ~ Many immigrants 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, 1110st households are certified for ~: 

either 6 or 12 months. In the other Stites most affected (New York, Texas, New Jersey. Illinois, and 

Arizonn) households are more likely to have shorter certificationperioas. Moreover, if the State does not 

opt to avail itself of the waiver, there'would be no benefit.' . 


Appearance - This would be seen as a clear attemptto circumvent the,legislation. It would appear that 

aliens were getting better treatment than citizens who would be adversely affected by other provisions of the 

law. ' . 


, " : 
, • • r,. : . 

,Cost - Preliminary estimates indicate that savings could be reduced by $320 million in FY97; The original 
" cstimatefot;this provision was $365 million in savings for FY97. 
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. . I' dlscnmmatlon agamst anyone · ...·hO 
might appear to be an Immigrant to 

C lor • G V . no A'ct,~ to' End I mquiring state employees. And. theya lrornla 0 er. r t:I I saidbvrestnctlngaccesstopnmary 
'. , health care II would send illegal 1m­

State Aidfor II/egallmmigrantsl ::~~::~~:~~~~~~i:~::;~: 
. ., health costs .rather. than reducmg 

• . AT r J lUI l'r L them 'and might ulUmately pose aMoves RapIdly Under newr,euera "'e rare aw II pUblt~ health emergency. 

---------,.--oItt­fit.By TIM GOLDEN 
SAN FRANCISCO. Aug. 27 - Mov­

mg aggressIVely under the new Fed· 
eral welfare law to cut off Slate serv-
Ices to iIle!!al Immlgranls. Go\'. Pete 
\\'llsontoday sIgned an executive or· 
der ending those ImmlgrantS' access 
to benellts ranging from public hous· 
In!! to prenatal care and chIld abuse 
prevenllon programs. . 

State' olllcials saId the Federal 
legislation. which President Clinton 
signed mto law last Thursday. had 
won them a panlal but Imponant 
triUmph 10 their Struggle to enforce 
the prOVisions of Proposition 187. 
That ballot initiative. denYing state 
servIces to people .who enter the 
United States illegally. was approved 
overwhelmingly by California voters 
In 1994 but has been enjOined by 
court order since then. 

Neither the new Federal welfare 
act nor the Governor's order, the 
first of liS kind in the nallon to result 
Irom the law. bars illegal Immi· 
graim from public pTlmary or sec· 
ondarv schools. as the ballot imlla· 
live was supposed to. Nor does II 
.keep them Irom emergency health 
care. 

But officiafs said the nel/o' restric· 
lions would cover hundreds 01 other' 
state sel'Vlces and programs. Indud· 
In!! many, like the issuance of Ii­
censes. that were not contemplated 
under the mltlallve. 

"Todavs executive order, I think. 
IS a "md·,eallon. as IS the act Itself," 
Mr. Wilson said 10 a slgnmg eeremo­

nv at the State Capitol in Sacramen­
ui. Both steps, he said, answer Call, 
fornlans' demand "that'the Federal 
Government end the magnetic Il,Ire 
01 public servIces andbenehts that 
have subStantially spawned our na· 
Ilona I CTiSIS of illegal Immigration." 

But like Proposition IS7. the Gov­
ernor's order was Immediately met 
by the threat of Challenges 10 the 
couns.· 

Civil rights advocates argued that 
the state government had Jumped 
the gun by faibng to wait for regula· 
lions that. under the . new Federal 
statute. the Justice Depanment 
must Issue within the next 18 months 
on hOw the immigration status 01 
people applYIIIg for services should 
be verified. Mr. Wilson. these oppo­
nents said, has in effect usurped 
Federal JUrisdIction over the coun· 
trv's Immigration laws by authorill·
109 almost any state employee to 
begin asking the people they serve 
whether they entered the' United 
States legally.. 

"It they try to Implement any pan 
01 thiS tomorrow. we 1101111 be In court 

. at 12:01," said Mark Rosenbaum. the 
legal director of the Amencan Civil 
Liberues Union of SOuthern'Califor­
nla, one 01 the lawyers who won a 
Federal InJuncllon agamst Proposi· 
lion 187 last November. 

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

.Conllnued on Page A15, Column 6 

Mr. WilSon. an ardent supponer of 
Proposition IS7. has led a small but 
mfluential group of governors m de­
mandlng both Federal compensallon 
for the COSt mcurie<l by states m 
helping illegal Immigrants and the 
nght to cut oft services to them 

In issumg hIS order today. he 
acted under a provIsion of the new 
Federal law that makes illegallmml' 
grants tnellgible lor all state and 
Federal benefits' except a few spe- . 
cihc services like emergency medl' 
cal care. tmmuniullon programs 
and emergency disaster relief. The 
Federal law aUows the states to el(­
tend assistance U) lllegal immigrants 
only by enactmg a new st.ate law 
"which affinnatlvely proVides lor 
such eligibility." 

The Governor's order does not 
affect legal immigrants, Most of 
them are to lose thetr eligibility for 
lood stamps. disability assIstance 
and other benefits under the new 
law. In addition. the law gives states 
the option to cut ott Medicaid to mosl 
legal immigrants. and Mr. Wilson 
said before ItS passage that he sup­
poned that provision. 

AS for Illegal immigrants, they are 
already barred from access to most 
beneflt programs, Including cash as. 
slstance; food stamps and nonemer. 
gency Medicaid care. 

Mr. Wilson's oroer goes much fur. 
ther. Although Slate ofhcials said to­
day that they did not yet have a lull 
listmg of the programs affected or 
how muth money the new restrle­
tlons might save, the Governor's 
ehiel spokesman, Sean T. Walsh, said 

the order would bar illegal Immi­
grants from long,term health care 
and all professional and commeTCIal 
licenses. In addition, It would bar 
them from admiSSion to state' col· 
leges and umversllies unless they 
paid the full cost of theIr educauon. 

One other set of state programs 
covered IS prenatal care, run by the 
state's Health and Welfare Agency. 
A spokeswoman there, Lisa Kalus­
lIan. saId the prenatal care pro­
grams alone served more than 70.000 
illegal tmmlgrants a year, at a cost 
of 569.3 million. 

Mr. Walsh said lIlat uooer me Gl'" 
ernor's order. some 01 the aSSlstanc~ 
now available \0 iHejlal lmmlllranrs 
"could be CUt 011 tomorro...·. 0' '''':OIe 
a week" He said It was more reall,· 
nc. however. to expect an,' cu!Oll r0 
beCome etlectlve wlthm 30 10 6fl 
davs. 

Some Immlllrants'r1j1tItS adw'· 
cales said the~' agreed tna! most 0: 
the restnCllons expected to result 
from Mr. Wilson's order would e"en· 
tually be allowed under tnc Feuerc . 
iellSlanon In any case 

"The well are bill doe5 expllellly 
gIVe the states the Tlllht to co almos! 
anytlllng they want on thiS. and WII· 
son IS dOing \I In a vel'\' political 
way," said Cecilia Munol. an olllCla: 
01 the Nallonal CounCil 01 La' Raza. 
an umbrella organization 01 HIspaniC 
groups. BUI she cautioned that tnc 
move would carry hIgh COSIS. III 

more than one way. 
"These kinds of thmlls cOSt much 

more to Implement than they save." 
Ms. Munoz said. "And anybod~' With 
the wrong last name IS Immediately 
suspect. 11 somebody like me applle5 
lor a cosmetology license. I could bE' 
demed access to things I have a TIght 
to. because of my ethnlclI y. And I am 
a U.S. citizen." . 

Lawvers Involved.in the battle to 
keep Proposillon IS7 from lakIng el­
f!!<lt said they believed that the m· 
Juncllon agamst II, Issued last year 
by a Federal district ludge. Manana 
R. Pfaelzer. would at leaSt hinder 
Implementallon of those pans 01 the 
new welfare lal/o' dealing Wllh illegal 
ImmIgrants. The lawyers noted that 
the InJuncllon specifically barred 
state employees from askmg the 1m· 
migration status 01 people they sus· 
pect 01 haVing entered th,e country 
illegally. 

The welfare law stipulates that the 
Attornev General will Issue rellula· 
1I0ns·w·ithln .18 months about how 
Government agencies may screen 
applicants tor Federal benefits, and 
that states should Issue their own. 
complementary rules wllhln 24 
monlhs alter that. . 

"In order to deny anvbody' any· 
thmg, you have to make a determlna· 
lion about someone's legal status. 
and under the well are bill there IS an 
elaborate process set up for the de· 
velopment 01 a reliable veriflcallon 
process by Federal personnel," Mr. 
Rosenbaum said. "The cornerstone 
01 the lSi in,unctlon IS that state 
personnel cannot act as Immlgrallon 
agents." 
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. EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

August 12, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK QUINN 

FROM: Ken Apfel' k-. 
SUBJECT: Food Stamp Eligibility 

We had a conversation about whether children:ofnoncitizen patents are eligible to . 	 , 

participate 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 citizens and legal immigrants are eligible to receive food stamps. 

For households that meet the Program's income eligibility 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 increases, the size of the food stamp benefit declines:' 


Under current law, an income eligible household composed of a legal immigrant parent 
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 Citizen 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 ineligible person is not count~d as part of the household 
in calculating the size of th~ benefit. 

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 w~th some eligible and some ineligible members. The one 
difference is that the welfare reform legislation woul~ give States the option to include aU 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 simplify State administration. 

cc: 	 Elena Kagan 

Bruce Reed 




JUL-2S-9S 17,59 FROM~OMB 10. PAGE 2/2 

BENEFllS FORIMMICRANTS 

AdmillistntiOll Positieu 

• 	 Legal immigrants arc admitted into this country with the underscanding that they will be 'fulll' . 
integ.rated into ~icty - this includes.paying lUeS, mmtary service. and having a safety net 
available to them whm they _ in nc¥. 

• 	 . The Administration supports deeming sponsoIS~ iru:omc:sas acondition ofpublic assistaDclc: . 
and proposed streDgtbencdcSeemiDg (until citizenship) in the Food S1mlps. SSl and MDe 
programs with exemptions for· the disabled and those over age 7S. lhc Administration 
exempts Medicaid from deeming in the ;nb:R:St ofpublic health and protca:s 1hc aa;ess of. 
illegal alie:as to public scbools. The Administm1ion bas c:omistently opposed legal alien 
benefit bans. . 

• 	 The AdmiDisll'aiion supports fmnily reunification aruf has opposed Congressional attempts 
· to restrict sporssorship to households with incomes above 200 pen:ent ofthe poverty level. 

CoDgraSioaal Welfare Reform 

• 	 Both the House and Senate wclWe rcf~1JIJ bills ban legal immigrants from SSl and Food. 
Stamps. "Inc Senate bill bans future immigrams from Medicaid for S Ye8l"S, the Bouse bans 
both cmreut and future immigrants from Medicaid until citi7.ensbip. The House' bill would 
cut benefits \0 legal aliens by $29 billion over 7 Yeal"Ss the Senate c:uts $23 billion. 

• 	 Under1be House bill, over I million legal immigmnlS will be denied safety net assistance" 
· including 300.000 children on Food Stamps ancfabOut200.000 children OD Medicaid. 

Elderly immig;rants in nursing homes who became disabled after coming to our COWltry will 
lose Medicaid benefits. The SSI and food ~~ rcst.rictiODS will begin to be felt shor11y 
after enactment. 

• 	 States and local gOVCUltnCllIS will aperiencc significant a.cw financial pressures as dcma:nds 
on state and localassistanc:e pl'OgJUlSgrow. About 40% oftbecuts will occur in California 
and aDOtber 30% in New York. Florida and T~_ Many public and nonprofit bospitals 

· serVice laQ,,-e numbers ofimmigriu"s and will lose hundleds ofmiUicms in rcvawe. 

COD~omdI~tioDRdOnD 

• 	 The House and Senate have already passed bi.partisali resuictiOIL~ on benefi1g to irmnigraD.m 
. in separate hnmigmion refonn legislation. Theimmigra1ion mom bills would deem 
· sponsor~s income to immigrants in a manner ~ closer to Administration policy.. 

• 	 The House bill would give States the 'option to ban·iUepl aliens fromelerncDJaJy and 
secoD;dary edllC8lion (GaJlegly ~). The Administration opposes this proVision. 
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ALIEN ELIGmILITY 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 immigration 
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 entitlem~nt benefits (however, non-immigrants can 
receive emergency medical services). For purposes of understanding alien eligibility for ... ,'" 
entitlements, permanent legal ali~ns compris~ basically two groups-­

, 

~ 	 Lawful permanent resident aliens, or "regular immigrants" (those possessing valid 
"green cards").l 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 

1 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. 
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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 immigrant 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" . 2 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 It 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 not a 
"sponsorshipIt 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 aliens who have 
sponsors. 

2 
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obligated to continue the employment, nor is the employer's, income deemed 
available to the alien.:3 

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 "pennanently 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).4 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, pennanent legal aliens are eligible for benefits 
under the major HIlS 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 withouthavinq 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 
,immigrant, the relative will not be considered a "sponsor" of the 
immigrant for program eligibility purposes since an Affidavit of 
Support was not signed. 

4 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 
Stamps, thus avoiding the vague "color of law" language. 
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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 pf 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 immigration law, the Immigration Act of 1990, 
allows for a substantial increase in immigration. 5 

CURRENT STATUS: The following 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 

5 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. 

4 



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 
peonanent 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. 


o 	 AFDC and SSI -- a sponsored lawful pennanent 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 inP.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. ' 

o 	 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. 

o 	 Medicare -- a lawful pennanent 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-teon 
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 premium. Approximately 75 % of the cost of basic 
Part B coverage is subsidized by general revenues, with enrollees paying 

5 	 ,. ~. 



the remaining 25% of costs. 

o 	 The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (lRCA), which 
created a process whereby previously illegal aliens couldbecome 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 PRUCOLindividuals are not required to have a sponsor whose 
income is deemed.6 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 appropriations 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 limited (see discussion in "OASDI" subsection 
above). 

Ii Refugees are typically "sponsored" by various voluntary 
organizations or agencies, but are exempt from the deeming 
provisions applied to legal immig~ants. . 

6 



While the potential. exists for illegal aliens to obtain benefits through fraudulent means, 
the states' ~xperience with the Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements (SAW 
program indicates that very few illegal aliens even apply for entitlement bene:tftS. 
Whenever it is a condition of eligibility, including issuing a Social Security number, the 
Federal Government or sta tinely verify applicants' immigration documents and 
alien s~tus . .whil ocu .e~,.s an. imp0rt:mt problem, solutions and~or ini~tives 
addressmg this pro tern-will clearly reqUIre the mvolvement of other agencies beSides 
HIlS, such as the Departments of Justice, labor, and State--not to mention various state 7. 
and local agencies (such as Departments of Motor Vehicles, Bureaus of Vital Statistics or 
other agencies that provide Birth Certificates, etc.). 

DISCUSSIONIISSUES: The coverage of aliens under the various HIlS 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. 

Defmition 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 
benefitprograms--: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 ofaliens 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 mayor may not be eligible for public benefits, depending upon 
agency interpretation of the ten;n 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 beh~f an immediate relative petition has been filed or 
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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 applications for suspension of depOrtation or asylum . 

.The lack of a common definition for PRUCOL in the Act has spawned much litigation, 
which in tum has contributed to the different definitions ofPRUCOL 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 
IIcolor of law" for public benefits eligibility. 1 

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 ,children) eligible for 
benefits. 
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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 considered 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 has a 
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 permitting 
you to reside in the United States indefinitely. " 

A difficulty with the current situation of using PRUCOL to deterniine 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 immediately deport them. Ironically, 
an alien's situation in terms of benefit eli ibility can improve by being caught. INS may 
allow the individual to remam temporarily in the U.S. or anum er 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 slbe 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 individual 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 I 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 (Le., it does 
not require the sponsor to provide the alien with a specific amount of income and/or 
resources). Instead, Congress enacted sponsor-ta-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 eligible for AFDC. There are no comparable 
provisions for SSI or food stamps. 

For the SSI program; if the alien 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 llill apply to aliens who become blind or 
disabl after admission to the U.S. as perinanent 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 emplciyer 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 residents 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 l--aliens "Lawfully admitted't between 36 and 
47 months applying on the basis of age). Further, of the 124,860 legal permanent 
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residents who applied for SSI in 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 I, 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 months 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 

Months 

Tot.al 

0-11 months 
12-23 months 
24-35 months 
36-47 months 
48-59 months 
60-71 months 
72-83 months 
84-95 months 
96-107 months 
108-119 months 
120-131 months 
132-143 months 
144+ months 
unknown residence 

All persons Color of Law Lawfully 
Admitted 

249 1 570 73,480 176 1 090 
! 

35,530 26,860 8,670 
18,520 10,370 8,150 
17,000 6,610 10,390 
25,910 , . 4,320 21,590 
17,700 3,860 13,840 
14,300 3,170 11,130 
12,120 2,710 9,410 
12,240 2,440 9,800 
10,980 2,070 8,910 
11,750 2,010 9,740 
10,870 1,860 9,010 
10,350 1,560 8,790 
48,910 2,280 46,630 

3,390 3,360 30 



Deep cuts in assistance to children and disabled who are immigrants. All children -- including 
legal immigrants -- are an important part ofour 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 ofour community. Under 
this bill legal immigrant children would have no access to core safety net protection. 

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

• 	 The absence ofexemptions for both children 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% ofthe $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% ofFood 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 200~. Half the food stamp cuts hit households,with incomes below 
one-half the poverty line. 

• 	 Capping the excess shelter deduction cuts benefits to 7 million households. These people will 
literal\y face the choiCe ofpaying rent or putting food on the table. Over 90% ofthe $3 
billion cut would be come from households with children. 

• 	 Unemployed childless families could get only 3 months ofFood Stamps in a three year period 
-- without any additional provisions'to help them find work. CBb 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 offorty -- it 
will be difficult for them to find employment quickly. These households are very poor -- their 
average income when looking for a job is 28% ofthe poverty level. . 
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[ROUGH.. DRA!,T ~-,n'limbers need 

United s,tates' citizen through¥lvv r.>. 

, MEMORANDPM F:OR THE ATTORNEY, GENERAL " 
[Commissioner bf INS? Heads 0+ Executive' Departments?j 

(" 

. IA-~ ,~ '1" ' , 
SUBJECT: ',Naturc;i.lization ' ~(,M-'5~"'" LA, 

Citizenship is the corners:t,one of full, participation ,in our {»{(t~( {~ 
democracy. To become' a 

naturalization .represents a pledge' to undertake the . ~L~_':','_"_ ...-:~~, 

responsibilities' of being a' full member of our national' ~ ~ ~ 


community ~ " ~ , , s,h..\-'.s: \...... +~..\... c.."fS 

,"', '.. .,':',', . , . .' be~ ~~' 7 ".~\\ 
: 'Naturalization is the best., examIHe of our' legal immigration ,---,', ' 
, system working" It' reflects ,our societyl s, recognition of those" G~ .$? 

.,,-, , 'wh9 came ,to this country ,to work h?J.rd, play, by' the rules and ,,(!.l'~J;lt. ",­
pursue shared ideals of ,freedom,' oppo~rtunityand n~sponsibilitY.A~:~,~J.:s ' 

Hundreds of t~ori~a~ds, of ,eligibie,' indi~iduals .,arenow~ait~ng~o -~~s ~ 
becoine citizens.' In~omeparts;,of thecquntry, these individuals' " 
have ha~ towa~twe~l over a ,year' afterf~+~ng th7ir applic.a~icin· "IZe~ 
to reall.ze thel.r pream of U,nl.ted states 'cl.tl.zenshl.p. ',' ' ,".t 

''l'his Administration :i~ co~itfeci't'o"elind.natil1gth~ waiti~g 'li~ts '--:P-'N-S.-,-PV"-L·-~ 

of those elig'ible for, citizenshj,.p ~ To accomplish this ,we " b.-- "",~s ' 

launched Citizenship U.S~A., the most aml?itious citizenship (SJ."Go....k.) 

effort in history., In ,FY 1996~ ,the 'first year of this multiyear 

process, the INS will: spend ",more than $165 million 'for'" ',' , " 

,natu~aiization. ' ' 

Citizenship U.S.A. co~bines ,three 'broad strategies:.hirlng'mC>re ,: 

people to handle applications, improving the 'naturalization " 

process, ,and expanding partnerships with local officials and 

,commu,nity organizations.;. , ','" 


,I .• 

We are already maki~gprogress. We have increased the staff'235% 
int~e :five districts, with 75% of, the pending applications: r."os 

,Angeles, NewYdrk,Miami,. San Friln<?isco ,and Chicago.' 'In,'Los,'" 

Angeles, where one-fourth of all new applications are filed, we 

have opened three new processing centers and have more than' 

quadrupled the'number,of INS,officers handling citizenship, . 

applications. After we become' fully staffed ,atthe'secenters"we 

will be able to increase citizenship interviews from 650 to more 

than 2,500 a day- AI,ld,we hCive doubled the number of interviews 

that we are conducting at'community sites to make the, process

mQre accessible.. ' , ',' .. ,,',',' " ',,: " 

But this' is jus',t the beginn;ing.' This Administration's', target' is 
one million new ' citizens and the 'eliminati,on Of the waiting lists' 
this year'. 'In addition, by the end of this year, individuals, 
meeting all '~equirements for citizenship shall be'processed and, 

.... 
I 
" , -: '. 

, 
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.' ,I 

. ' , . 
; ~. ,', 

• ': I 

sworn-in'within" six months. of appl'i~ation.;· ;;Afterthat, INS shall'," 
maintain,. those 'reforms inecessary to stay current with the demand 

......- of new citizen applicants. '. " ' 

us'ing ail of', the tools· at your dispos'al;' I ,ask YOll" to ensure that· 
policies and practices necessary to accomplish these,targets,are 

, implemented • This iricludes. 'continuing" expanding or accelerating, 
asappropriateancf practic.able, ; the fo~lo.wing: '. . ',' .. ', ' .... , 

1) . New Hi'res.' Hiring, tra~ning and deployme~t, of full staffing 
to·' assistnaturalizatiori~fforts. should proceed as quickly as 
possible.. " .. , , 

, . in addition, I reque~t that agencies' cooperate with :the INS to 
'; '.,offerte1'!lPorary'positions'fortheir eligible workers' f~cing' 


layoffs,or reductions in force.' . 

. . .. 

2) cutting Red Tape. This includes:, establishing' ele9tronic. ". 

filing and .mf3.iling;"iri of .citizenship applications', extended 

weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of 

prqcessing, fac~lities, and.improvements to make it easier for 


'people to ,obtain forms and'get.immigration information by 
,telephone or computer. 

·3) -Working with: Local Off i(;ials :and ;C6mmunitY-B~s'e(f Group~. 

,[To be'inserted,] 
• 1,. 

4} English Trainirig~. ·To 'assistlegal immigrants move toward, 

citizenship.and;new'citi~ens·expand job ~kills,and maintain·self-:. 

sufficiency, 1 I request relevant 'agencies to work with the , 


, Domestic Policy Council, the National Ecoriomic Council and other 
. White ~ouse offices to ,presentto.mej·bY·December· 3.0, 1996 a' 

repo:tt~escribfng·opportuhities to establiS;?h public/private 

cooperative efforts to teach"English to the many individuals 

waiting ,to ,learn or .improve their English-language skill~. ,.' This 

report should consider possible 'roles by' private companies " 

unions~ c~mmunity organizations, and the Americorp program.' /' 


I . 

In taking these stepsJ'we shall 'maintain the standards and 

requirements, such 'as English language proficiency and the . 

pe~sonal interview,that .demonstrate an individual's readiness to· 

adcepttli.e responsibilities of 'citizenship and full participation' 

in our Nat'ional community. You are directed to continue vigilant 

oversight to preserve these standards~ 


Finally,,: I plan .• to 'partici~a'te "in a ·nat'ural.izatio~ .ceremony soon. 

Some members,o,!= my Cabinet have already participated in these 

celebrations of citizenship and;I encourage 'others,in the .Cabinet 

to, work with the .Immigration and Naturalization' service t'o 

participate as well. ' , , 

, , 
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CURRENT 
RECIPIENTS 

First notice 
that benefits 
may be cut off 

Process Benefit Terminations 
or 'Reductions 

Number of 
People affected 

Appeals --Benefit 
Continuation 

SSI for children No later than 
January I, 1997 

Notice begins 
redetennination 
process; 
redeterminations will 
average roughly 90 
days 

, 

. 

. Benefit termination on July 
I, 1997, or month 
following redetennination, 
whichever comes later; 
redeterminations must be 
completed within one year 
of enactment 

285,000 notices and 
190,000 children 
coming off the rolls 

\ 

Benefits continue if , 

recipient appeals within to 
days of notice of cut-off 

SSJ for immigrants No later than 
March 31, 1997 

First notice will give 
recipient a certain 

Benefit termination m 
month following 

1.1 million notices 
and 400,000 to 

Benefits continue if " 

recipient appeals within 10 
" 

, ,. 

n\ll11ber of days to 
respond; ifno 
response, second 
notice will serve as 

redetemiination; 
redeterminations must be 
completed within one year 

. of enactment 

500,000 people 
coming off the rolls 

days of notice of cut-off 

" redetennination of 
eligibility 

; 

Food Stamps for NA' Households are Benefit terniination in 900,000 participants checking? 
immigrants reCertified on a three- month following , . , (including 300,000 

to-twelve month detennination of children) in frrst year. 
cycle; at time of ineligibility; 250,QOO lose benefits : 
recertification, redeterminations m~t be in first three months. ' . " 

immigrants will no completed within one year 
longer be eligible. of enactment 

Food Stamps -­ No later than three Recipients eligible for Benefit ternJimition as of in excess of one checking? 
unemployed non-
disabled childless 

months after 
enactment, each 

benefits for three 
months after 

beginning offourthmonth 
after notification (i.e,; no 

million , 

adults aged 18 to 50 State starts three-
month clock 

notification later thim six months after 
enactment) 

'7LAW:l>o,>,T, 

CR,. 

N"..... co~~. ~\- '\-10 , 

DRAFTIIMB/8-6-96 
Based on Conference Report language; not reviewed by agencies 
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CURRENT . - " 

RECIPIENTS 
First notice 
that benefits 

Process Benefit Tenninations 
or Reductions 

Number of 
People affected-

Appeals -- Benefit 
Continuation 

may be cut off 

Food Stamp benefit 
levels 

NA Maximum benefits 
reduced. Standard 
Deduction and Excess 

Reductions relative to 
current law -- Maximum 
benefit reduction and 

Nearly all of the 25 
million monthly 
participants 

NA . 

Shelter Deduction Standard Deduction freeze 
frozen. effective 10-1-96; Excess 

Shelter Deduction freeze 
effective 1-1-97 

I 

Child Nutrition -­
Family Day Care 

. Homes 

. 

NA 

• "­

Homes not in low-
income area must 
apply for means-
tested benefits or 
receive lower 
reimbursements. 

Reductions effective 7-1­
97 

about 700,000 
children -- costs to 
families unlikely to 
change, but rate of . 
program growth may 
slow 

N.A. 

AIDCffANF 

. 

NA States must 
implement the block 
grant program by July 
1, 1997, but may start 
immediately on 
submission of a Btate 
plan toHHS. 

States have discretion to 
establish time limits . 
shorter than the 5-year . 
Federal limit and 
discretion to increase or· 
decrease ben~fit size., 

. 
.. 

AIDC caseload totals. 
12.5 miliion 

,individuals (including. 
8.6 million children). 

Minimal Federal standards. 
State~ can set requirements. 
No Federal authority for 
benefit continuation. 

Child Support Under curr~t law, States pass fIrst .$50 ofmonthly support collections to family receiving assistance; under new law, States are no 
Enforcement longer required to pass through any collections as of.1 O-I-~6, Over 600,000 families may be aff~ted. 

:..-- ~ , 

DRAFTIIMB/8.:6-96· 
Based on Conference Report language; not reviewed by agencies 



NEW APPLICANTS Benefit Cut-Offs Number ofPeople affected 

SSI for children New rules effective upon enactment 200,000 future applicants who would be eligible in 
2002. 10,000 to 15,000 in frrst three months. 

SSI for immigrants New rules effective upon enactment 20,000 to 50,000 in first three months 

Food Stamps for immigrants New rules effective upon enactment NA 

Medicaid, AFDCrrANF, and other non-exempt 
means-tested prograrris "- immigrants 

.. 

New rules effective upon enactment for new 
immigrants entering-the country. (State option to 
deny benefits to current immigx:ant recipients and 
immigrants currently in the country, beginning 

~l.1ary 1,1997.) 

NA 

, 

' .. " 

DRAFTIIMB/8-6-96 
Based on Confer~nce Report language; not reviewed by agencies 
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IMMIGRATION RELATED IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES . 


Administrative ACtions 


• 	 Speedup naturalizatiop. process. 


:--s 

• 	 For SSI, extend timing of notices requesting proof ofcitizenship. 

• ... Have INS give priority for households with children and disabled. 

• . 	 Waivers for people with ~ertain disabilities (e.g. mental impairments) thai :mak~ themutiable t.o naturalize under cutr~mt rules. 

. -.' 	 ~;

.Legislative Modifications to Welfare Reform 
. 	 . 

• 	 . Exemption~ ~-' Conferencefail~dto.exempt children or those who b~coine di~abled after entering the U:S.· About 300,000 

-children. and 150,000 disabled adults would lose benefits. ..' ....-';' • 


• 	 ,Megicaid.-: Th~ Conference bil! includes. afive y~ar-pn;lspective b~nQn ~edicaid for ne~ irnmigran~s, and a/state ,o~tion~ ba? _. 
. . on c:urren~ nnrmgrants .. The mandatory prospective ban and the state optIOnal retrospective ban should be r~moved to. mamtam 
. cntical health covedtgefor legal i11ll)tig~ants. . . 

~ ; 	 .• , " • , '''' .: ,< ... ' . ­

'w.i .... ,., < • ' • 	 ~ _ .'. 

• .. 	Effective Date and Natyralization Policy -- A six month delay ~n the effective date would provide a uniform policy for all 
.. 	 immigrants. and would give .c4ITent redpiep.tsthne to adjust· and naturalize. In adgition, immigrants who ~pply to natunilize 1'-' .. 

should not be subject to the b~ .. Immigrants eligi~le to beconieciti~~msshould notbe denied benefits because ofadri:llnistnitive¥­
factors beyond their cont~ol. • 

,Other Legislative Proposals. ' ...... 

• 	 . Grants to heavily impacted areas for health and other assist~ce. ~l~d­

. CAZpLA-l
, 

.• Grants to. coriuilunity and migrant health centers, in heavily impacted areas. ~J~c~;~ 	Wl<14~ 

.. 	• Resourc;es for INS to speed processing naturaliz*ion claini's .. 
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8. em Part JU 


[.J:NS No.1 '02-96J . 


RIN 11 15-A E.02 


WaJV6r of EdlJ.tRrion.ai JleQuireruenL9 ror N::lturiUb:.ati08 


(I)r C~d:ajn Applicants 


ACTION: Propo,,~ rule, 

SUl'tIMA.RY: nle Immi.g:rstion am.INaIUri!.l1;~atio!'l SerYlce (the, Ser.'Ie:e) is ftmending its regulation 

relating to the cducatio:n•.1 requirem~nts for n'lt'Uraliz.ation of cl.is;ibl~ applicants., This is nec.esury to 

impl,en:t8t\t changes ~o ,eoticl\ 312 of tit,: lrnJ'l:,i~ration and Nat:io~ality,AC.l (th~ A~) a.s nmended by . 

Lhe TechnicalCor:ections A~ of h~94 The amendment provides a.n exemption ftom the 
I. 

requiremt!l'1ts ofde:mon.~c.til~6 an U·(ldet:1'f.:ll"'lri:m!~ ofthe 'Engli,h langua.ge, including an i\bility to reoad,. . 

write. and speak w,Ql'ds in oIi1ina.ry U3a.l~e., and of d.eo10nsrrartng a knowleds,e and undeT:itacduig of 

the fundamentals of the histc.ry, and oflhe pr,;nciples ar,rl form of government oflhe United States. 

Cor cenain applic:ams who lin W1ab.l~r;o l:ornply ....nth both rc:qui.n;ment!l bccatL$o thq pos~s a 

"physical or dtvelopmentw disability" cr a "Illental implirment.·. 
.., . -
DATEs: Written c.:;onlmem!1 muht b~ !;Ilhricitl'.ed on M hd'on;l [1nrort dilte 60 day" from thlt cluaof 

pUblication in the: FEDERA,L FJ}Gl:SIER}, 
, f 

ADDRESSES:· PleaSe submix \\iTirten commellls in tripliC3tt. to the Director, PoliCy Dir;ctives and 

-


http:Ilhricitl'.ed
http:histc.ry
http:langua.ge
http:SUl'tIMA.RY
http:EdlJ.tRrion.ai
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Instructions Branch, InuniH1aIion ~d NatiltaJl.z.atio!1 Service, 425 i Strea. NV( Room 5307. 

Wa9hil'lgtDn. .DC 20,Sj6. To ens.uro propcrht~dLi.ng, pl~!oe TcferencdNS number 1702--:r'o on youI'" 

C(lITi!lspondence. Comme;;lt!;are iI'/aUahll; fe-.r public inspection at th,e abol,'e~noled lSddress by caJling 

(202) 514-3048 to 21rrange hH appoirul:ileJ1l. 


FOR FURTHER lNFOllMAT[ON CONTACT: OaigS. Ho,-"i.e,· Adjudicutions Offic~. 


Adjudi~ations and N~~tionali~\· Di~,!.lon, Immjj;:ratio~ lilld Naruraliz.a.tion Serv1c~. 425 1 Street NW.• 

, . 

BackxroUDd 

SeedOD 312 ,of the Act r~'l~,iro:,:; a pUJOn K>::k:ing n1turalization 2'; a clrlzen Of the United 
. . . .' . 

States to demonstratt an undenl.a.nJjng I: of (be English 141lguage and a knO',l,'led ge wxJ understandina . 

ofthe tUnd.a.mCntal. ofthe binary. ami ofth~ p:inciplw MC fonn of gO'r'ernment of th¢ United States. 
, 

On October 2.5, 1994, COll.;gres.s amel1decl u:ction 312 ofthe. Act, through the enactment of the 

Immigrltionand NS1ionality TC!Chnical CClrr~c;.ions Act of 1994 (Technic'll Correotions Act), .Ih.Lblic 
. ~. , ' 

Law 103-416.108 Stat. 43(1~, 5cction '1 OR (a:J(4). 

Under the new sub~;tion ~b) of ~:,eciio 1\ 312Qf tht At.:t, cenain per,:,eM are exel;,pt from the 

E'I1iiish pro6ciancy and rus',:cry or:>~ ,gc·vcr./lJ,:lc:ni· requ1ret':"lilr.u of section J 12(a) if they possess a 

·physical or deVelopmental disability" (tf a ·mema11mpairrn611t.· 
. ,.' 

. " Congreu did nor. spt:cificaLly dt:.finl~ t:~e phrases "physical a.nd developmental disability" or 

-mcntal impairment" in t~ Technical Corre;mons AOl Howc'.'er, C.onb'1"¢.JS did pro'vide limited 

guidance for dcfin.in~: these h:rm& ir. t.h~ Repcrt OfUH! Hou~ ofR..ePlcSC1H...atives Cvmmittee on the 
. . 

Iudic.i.a.TY. H.R, 'No. 103-387. November 20, 1~93. The relevant com."llenis, fOlJnd on page; Sand 

2 


http:Iudic.i.a.TY
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6 ofthe report,. read: ' 

The bID abo provjd\,l~ 1:1 H~Mr.1l waIver M all testing requirem~nts for 

pass :~h: te!~. This is not. intf:n:led to include ~ditioliS th.1t are either 
, , 

teIllJIDl'ary ~ll' thai l\avl~rc;r,u':tad from an inQ,ividull.l'& illegal UIl& of 

drue;s. 

AI\ indi....idual \'11;0 jg developmentallydisnbled is ooe who 

I.e., rl~ading. j,:ulguage. Cit spe£:ch, resulting in inteUtX"1ual fim..'":tioning 

&0 impaired .u to rendl"'" the individual un?.ble to participate in thQ 

norm.a.! t~tin:~~ procc:durC3 for naruralizarion, , m~iS nut an acquired 

disability, cuI: one whose OflS::t occurred prior to the 18th bjrthda~, 

An it.idiv.dual who ~;nHntal~jl dioabl9d iB one for whom there. is u 
" , 

primary iInp:!irment of 'DraIn lunction, g4;'Jl~y associa.t~ \lI"ith an 

organic t·a~;,) tiPOll wluch disgno!:>is i!i based, resulting in an 

irnpa.inncnt ofintdl,..;tUal furlctioN,including memory~ oriemation or 

judsment. This definition doe:: not include indiYiduols \\"h05C mental' 

diwilily 'I> ~;11he !~",Ilt ')! a phyriclil di",rdar. 'An ind;vldlJPl who is . 

phy~callydl!;abled its (lne ~.'ho h~ a 'physical irnpllirment that 

substantial1y ~dmits a mil;'~r H& activity, . 
. . 

It j. c!ear that the r,unati(Jm,lInt to liecti:"ln3 1.2 is intended to exempt only tho~c indi~-iduall! who, 

3 
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bceaulC oftheir diMlt.ilit)1 I;lIo:rlJlOt dcmotl rtr'1i.j~ (he lequlsltc lltera..c,y !lIld knowledge as required under 

section 312 ufthe Act.. 

0" Novtmbet 21~ 1995, tllil StW.ri·.lO provided policy guida.nc.!!:1 1,,) i(3 fi;ld office~ ~it.h 

prelimtn&l'Y instruction!,; t'tll' aC!Judkaton or naturalizatioll applications baStXl on the expanded 

ex.eillptions proVided unclef the Te::hni,:al ~:'.!:-rrecti.ons. Act. The Sc:rvi.ce a1~o plo.,;\ded prelirnjruuy 

definitions of the tt:rnlS "dl:'(dopmcntEJ d;UDility," "physical diSability,' Il..lHj "menilll impairment" 
. . " . 

follo\\i.ng the language in HJt No. 103-::187. ·~9pljcs.rH.s seeking disability w!ciVeTS were required to 

gubminnedical evid.el\ciI (~.e.. : a ono-,p~8';) oertilicaticn from e. (.h.l~rgMted cr-.i] surg~on) with their N· 

, 4QO, Application tbrNar:ura1i,~tion, S'Ul'l)On:lng the:iI claim of disability. The Ser.ice reminded field 

oflkes that the disability \,.aj\i1!t applitl;! el~Y !O~the provisions ·of section 3 12 3J!dthat applicants muct 

rIiI1 ~ all orhcr rc.'!"1'lll'(;MMt$ f(Ir. n/1(\irl'.ll;:arlon. induding the ability to t;>Jce an oath of~egiance. 

Amltfldmcnt of ex.btiu~ rtl~:ullitlOD. 
'. . 

In order to imph:rneJ1t the ch.'~.n~:es to sO<ction 312 of the Am. ae rnw-ldfl,tod by [he Technical 

Correction,; Act, the Ser.rli~e is 'pl'Opo!.'lng ,':0 amend .~. CfR pi'lJ"i..'; 312.1 and 312.2 to provide 

definitkms ofthe terms ~~~~~';)Pl!X!n!:a1 dlsa.b:uily.'; "p~ca.l disability," and· ~mental impairment," and 

to outline proc~~~. fbr indi·,iduah ·";ho· .~k dlMblllc), wMyer$?-ID\ll\1Il'l Q .'F:l:'.!ion 312(b)(1) of the 

Act. 

.This propos.ed rulEl'I"lN omy mo.::ifics lh~ SU\iu's current p-reli,..,IT'.i.'1arl gt.>idanoe to the field 
, 

but Wocomports with ~Atillg federal FOlide!; an(! regulatlons. for L'!1plem~ntlng nondi~criminEItory 

diSability based progrAm!' a~ r'!quil'ed und~~ Sj~C'ion 504 of the Rcll.abiliIatiob AC.1 of 1973, M amended 

by section 119 ofth(l Rehabilitation, COnp!illen:live S.ervicc:~, end DC"l>elopmental Di!ebilitie~ ACI 

of 1~7S, and 28 CFR pm 39. This proposed mlc IlJso provides that a waiver wil.! be granted ~)Juy to 

4 
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those 'individualS. with .ji:Jabilltiesw.ho, hecau:leofthc nalUrc cftheir disability. cannot demonslrate 

therequirod unciarillanding or th., BnSllllh language c.na knoy.·led~~ of ,'\merleat'! history and 

guvemmcnt. 

~o be granted based 30lcly on cvidenc;: oi: l. di~Wility.. Tainterpret section ;3 12(b) as ! blanket 
I, .". ' 

0exernption not only WI)u.!.d h,lve the: tat:it effE·;t of perpetuati'ng the negat.ive!J.e~eotype I.h.a.t people. 

the requirements of !lectioE1 .~I04 of 'the RehAb'lltatJon Act. 

All waiveN~l®bil.ity determino.1:i0n3 IWj\:X; based on ~v'idence of Ii wgrritive impairment, 

re6uldng i.n an inability to lec.m thc'cqllir;d language: and histOry and govenun=.nt material. 

Therefore. the disabled applicant mmt show 1:h;1! his or her disJbilil)' actually ihlef'fereswith the ability . 
. . 

te leMn,the reqwred lQ.ng'.laa.!: a.nd lcnow.l6dge likill •. Thou ind.hi.du.aJ~ with dilO-abilities who ca.nnot 

de.ino~c: Ii QOjn1uvt'.lmpitcrnent w'ill not re(:ej\t waivers but v.ill 'be prol,',ided with any reasonable 

modification in th,~ test adminiblIatiNl prc,;:;sss nec:s!'>CI)' to wmply v.cith sec,tion 504 of the 

.ltehabllitatioD Act, 

. It will b~ the responsibility ofth~ disable.d pen:.on applying for naUJralizauon to provide the 

information rega.rding their condition, :;ince Service officers arc not physicians and &h<Juki not be . 

placed. in the pOlition af nlilking H m~!dic,)J ditenninatiOn, the Servie~ .""ill use deaignated oivi1 

surgeon,s to eonflm1 I.he e>:l!l.lenet! of:l p~rticuliir disability: .The civil ~t!rgeons \1;ill revi.ew thl: 

neees$UY backgxound medical reports. S1.lDmittcd by the applicant or the applicant'S medical speci~list, 

5 
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Civil surgeons not exJ)erit'n~d in .dillgnt)!iing devaopmental rusl1bilitie-i or oth.er cog.n1ti~. 

impaim\onw shall \.1. rllquil"ed to c:on:lulr. ,,;irh. p'rofcnioru.ls who are experi~nced In dia.g:noslng 

CQgn1tivc impairments prior to making all eligibility determination. If the su rg'~o!l is in agreement with 
, .' , . 

the background infonnafion ;31d MS COllAuJti;d ',l.,ith the necesSaf)' specialist, he or she v.ill is&lJt. 1\ one­

p6~'i:l~tioll, wrifYingrheexi!.Ie'l:;I! oftldlsability 113 dctlnoo under 8 CFRpart ?12,i(b)(I). and 

attesting to. th6 applic~aJ11.'S inability to partkipa1e in the normalle3'i~~ procedufei requiTed u.nQeI" 

&ecti.on312, The SCPriCI3 Hilly imt:nM to wc'rk ''1ith the cP.iJ ~urgwD3 in developing guidance and 

proclCdures torthc piI'ep.!ratiol1 oftht: cenificalkm needed 1Jy the disablet:l Jor this particular e~ption. ' 

The Service is also c(Jn~idl!rlng (:reattl"8 il ipecial form for usa by the dvil surgeQIlil in lieu of the 

Request for commenU 

. . . . 
that the Service is cn6iSc.O in. ~nJf,h:!!erevisi\)n of S CFR part 312. The eornplet~ g CFR put 312' 

r8\;sion will be issued as a pwpm;ed rule., aiSl) 'Nitha request for public corllrnents, The provisions 


, ftOtC'.d Within this propo~edl'ull; ",-ill be: incorporated into Ihe overallS CIlR'pan 312 revision, In 


addition. any ~onunentl! rn~,dc in rcs}X'nSl' 1:) this proposed rut/; ",.11J be wcorporated ",,7th other
. , 

commenta rcecived on th. QlI.rall ~ CF,R,. p:s.rl 312 r~is.ion. 

Paperwork aedUttloD .\ct 

The infunnation collL'ction reqli.iremeilf. contained in this pr'oposed rule a(g CF.R.' 312.2 hall 

been :;ubmitted,to the Office C)fMalla!,c:'n1 e;l{, ilnd Bvd~ (Oz..W) for r~i~ under l'ection 3'01(d) 

ofth.e Paperwork Reduction Act. Comment:: on this inforrn.ation colle~!hjn requirement sho\Ild be 

sent direct1yto the fbllo";in!rtwoad'drt~,e~:: 

http:p'rofcnioru.ls
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\, 

otli{;e !.)fI.nlbrmatj'~1l 9J\d keg1Jlatory AtTain (OM'B) 

'25 17th StreM., N'\\' 

W»hington" DC 20'O~1 


AUn: DOJ1l.:.~S De~kOfficer 


Room 10235 


-rmmig.ratlon and Nutunliz.L.Ji<ln Serricc 

PoU"y Din:ctrvcs lind lmnnlcdons Bnnch 

41,S TStreet, NW 

,Wu:h.itlgton, DC ,2i)SJ6 

Alto: INS No, 1702-96 


'Room 5307 

Besulatory Flestbility Act 

l\cgulattuy FlexlbUIty Act (5 U,S,C. 1:'95 (b)), ~as re\;ewe<1 thi~ regu1atton ~nd, by approVing it, 

certines'thar the rule will not h~\;c! lisigniflc:att e:c:onoml.:: Imp~ on a su1Js~!\n'\bl1 nurr.ib~r of W1&U 
, ' 

C'ntities, "Thill rule hail bc:e.u drafted in ,1 W!) to,min.iinizethe ~';(>nomlc' impac[ thal it has on small 


business while meeting its U':1't~ndoo objt::ctive!1. 


Jt......u.in Order 11866' 


nus rule Is CC.~cl.\~j. by tht Depan:m(~nt orJu..~et, IrnmJira lion mdNatu~ation Service, 

to, be a "significant rezulal':JJ)' a,ction l
' wid,::; ExCCUlive Order ,12865, s...nction ::;(f),' Reg"llaroty 

, , , 

PllllU'lin, andlWri~:. lJnd~ :t:xccutivc Ord<.T llB66) section 6(a)(.3 )(B}(D). this proposed rule has . 
\' , 

been submitte4 to the OffiCtl of Managarnent a.l1d' BudgE'! for review, This (tJle is fTI..an.d.!ttd by the 

19!)4 Teehnlal ~rreetil)ns Act in Qrder te· a..£ford cma..m di~a.bJed natwali.z:ation appli'oa:ru., an 

c"l:mption f'rQm lhe <iduC1.1{ionaJ ,~quirclTl~nts outllned In secdon 312 or rhe IrPJnivcrtjon and 

Nationality Act. 

EJ;8cutive Order n612 

7 
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The tesullll.tion 'Will. not lU,ve 'Iub:;thl'ltial di.r~ ~u on .the St.aUl~, on the relStlo~h1p 

.betWeen the National Government and Hie S\.al~or on the distributIon of p()\,ver n.nd respr.msibilities 

am(mJ the various [f:vd~ of:~ovcmme,flL 'Ihl!refore, in a~corda.nce witJi E,~.~;,.:~ti"e Order 12612, it 
, ." ', 

. ofa Federalism A.~~~smenl. 

List of Subjects ill 8 C:PR :~l1rt 3l.1 

Accordingly" part 1120f ch~pu!l I of-title 8 ofth~ Code of F e-ci~rall<..egdations is propo&ed 

PART 312-EDUCA'nONA!_ REQUIREJ:r!ENTSFOR NATURALrZATION 

1, n. authority chatiol:l fOf PiIJ·t:! 12 t;I(·nlinuI.':S to read M. foUo\"n: 

, , 
:Author1ty: !< U.S.c. 1103, 14i:3, 14·:0, H'47. 1448, 

2. Section 312.1. para~raph (b)(3) is l-e'l,i~ed to reed. as follou.,'s: 

§ 311.1 Litcraty n:quir'ementl . 

(1,) .. * • 
. . 

(3) The requirements ofp:m.g:rc.ph (ltJ oft/lis~tion ~hau no! apply to any person 'n'ho is unable 

be(;lUSI nf phy~icaJ or developmemat di:labiliry" or mentel. irnpninnent 10 dc,.'nonitt"aJe tn 

~~~ and !lleJltal\rrnFin:l~l du not includ~ cbndlr\or!s th<l! are tempriral')' Of thlU 

have resulted £rom LL1'1 indivir.I.uIlJ'1l1:.l.:g:i,l dnJ!!: uSoe. For the P'Jrpo~s of this paragraph, the term: 
. . 

Dey;JQWU!j1li!!..9j:~.!!;~i!i!:i m~m an1n,:paJrment, the onset ofvA:uch precedes an indi';,;du<ll's 

8 
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18th b~y, chal CI1U:ieIi.1lJ1 i~di\id.ual:o ~;~(iW d.e{ayeo developmentofa specific cognitive area of 

mawrl1tion. ie., tel1.dil'~. laJ7~C (Ir ItIJeecl, rt!sulting in inrelle:.:ru:.l f1.m{.'1~on.ing so impaired as to 

by this section. ..' 

an QJ:ganic basis upon which :the diagnosl; Is j)~.~.I~~!ting ir. an.impai..'1neTIt of intellectual hmctions 

such as memory, orientation. or ju.d~c:m!::.nt rh Jt causes an inlliYidual to be unable to demon.!ltGlte aD. 

underEltal"ldins of'tho J;n~;liohlan~u,o.ge rcqui:~d by u~.5::1ection.· Thisdeiinltlon does not inclu~ II 

mel\talimpainnent that is not the resuh of a physic?l disorder. 
. '. 

Ufe a~vi.d.C$ in 4 way tllat caus~ tJ14L l.Jl,r.vjdu~11U De unable to dernonwale an ullderSlandinli of the 

...... 

b. Red~;:ligr\4ti.n.~: pAr~rap:b (b) ~.S paragJapll (c) arvl by 

c. Adding a !lew pUIlSru.ph (b). iO read is follo',Iy's: 

§ 311.:Z~owllldae orhiuory and glivl'IJ'1l1Mnt of the' United StatCJ. 

(~) .. '" '" A penon who Js (;xemptf)'orl l lhlj jit,en1i.:Y requirement' under §.3 12.1 (b)( I) and (2) must 

still satisfy this requirement. ."... 
,(b) Exceptions. (,l) The rtq\1:rL'!lTIp.ntl: (f pRi<1.graph (a) of this s.eotkm s.haJ.I' not apply to any 
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person who is unable ~a~e 1,)(.phy~c;;,j,J or developmental dlsablllty ;.)[ menlal i.tnpairmimt to 

, ,d~Nltr..te a knowlCtige tnc! undt.llrtardinB ,r tho fiJud.unenWs of the t~swry, a.!'\d oftne principles 

andt'Qrm ofgovemrta;1Jt clft)~.e Um.t,~d S~il1e::. rru'~c.aI dJ~Wty, '1evelo~entj'J d}sabililY.. a.nd Jl.!M.lJ! 

1!ml;Wrnmt do not in«;:lude cnnditions that 1'.1"l;; temporarY,or lhnt have resu ltd froma.n individual'& . .' . . , 

. . .', ' . . ..",' . 

Developm(mULd;~):dlity Ineam an ~1:'lpairmcnt. the onset of which flrt'Le(i~s an individuil;l's 

18th bilthday; that o:)u~~e'.J an indi.."idua! 1otl\,C w delaysddeveloprnl>nt of iJ s'pe..::L£c cogniU V\i 1¥4;)l1 of 
'. . i. ~ . 

, mlltunltion, i,e.~ reading, larlguage or K)eec:h;. resulting in inteUectuel f..lhctlcrJ.,T'lg so impalred as to 

cause an individual to be uflnble (0 dcrj'i.Omllrilt~ the Knowledge rE'l]ulred by [his ~ection. 

~ta1 ij,~WJ.!ii..J! me-i1n~ ,1:1 primary il:opll.im1em Of bre.ln tUnc.tJol'\;. g~n~rI\U)' I\hociatcd With 

~ oqpmic ~asi8 upon which ,I:~e di~no~h iSba:~ re~1,g in 8.l1 impair:melll of inteUC!;tuai funCtions 
. , 

.su<:h,asmemclIY, Orh~atilln, ,ujudger.Tw;lt tOll': CDUiei an irldi..~du.alto be unab!.., to dem.onstr-alo tb., 
• ! j • 

.k.nowl~tg~ ~uired '~thb ~\:ct,ion, l'hi.;d:etlrtl'tiOndoes nOl include a menIal impautnen.t:that is not 

by this section, " 
, 1 '/ 

from lhe requircmc:rus \if pll.iuS4raph (u);if 8 O:X pan 312.1 and paragraph UI) of this section based 
, . , ',,' , , 

on unc otth~ e~urm.riltcd diubiHtyex(ept1.olu;'murtsubmlta ~~ct[fication fJolltadellJg.wll~d ~ivil' 

IRlTFrm (a.4i defined in 42 CElt. 34.2), ane)tlng La'the origin, n:ature,'o.nd c;.,:tenl; of the ~crwn'! medical 

condition as it relates to the di.!'-abilit:r ex,,;eptl(.'M noted under paiagrapn (b)(3) of &CFR part n 2.1 
.,' " , 

lO 
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. and parllgraph(b)(l) ofttti!1 section. Tht ,erti£cation s.hal.l be a It:!llt:r-sizecl one.pas!! doeumant, 


llisnGd and dated bythc clvil:urSeou. The civ.J3'Ut'gCO!".; in pa.11:.bJ.Iar those not cx:pens in diignoalng 


.developmental ,111SoAblUlies Qr other ~)gn.i!ive :nrpatrrncr.t;; ~a1J consult >11th other qualified physicians 


and psycholowsl::l priur topJl)vidlns~ :l.(;I::rtMorion, ~nd may res~i.N tho p:rbon eeeking e. dieability-­

claim ofaquaJ.itYi'pg dif:abilitl'. All)"l.dd,tioJlaJ mc.:iic.al e>.ideocerequir~ by a civil sUfIltQn to assist 
. ,. 

in Lb~ ~vl4.1uatil:m shall only be for t.l\£1 UIIS o:',he dvu5lUgeon. The additional evidence :,haU not be 

anaclleU to the civil :>iU'·gf!on·~:cenlflCl1tim:!. llf :i1ed 'A~t~ the applicant's P'PPu(:8tiol'l for naturalization 

as bacqround or ,supporting dO(:tJ.me.Titatloli. An affida\'jf 01' a~!em\tion by the peaol'l., his or her 

relatives. or glJArdiftn on ht$ .or 1\I:r medka: condlrlon is nOl eo suffid~nt me1ical anestatlon fo: 

.. 
plIrpOles ofsatis1Ylsig lhis requiremen!. 

" 

DOl'L~ M cissner, 
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'ChiUingE{fects' Seen 

"From Welfare Reform 


, 	 ' 

Caseload Drop ShaperAmqngJmmigrrmtS 
By WILLlAM BRANIGIN , , aimed at further' restoring health" 
Washirtglon Post Slaff Writer 

The use of public t>enefits 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 anaiysisof Census Bureau 

survey data, Urban InstitUte reo 

nutrition and cash benefits to vulner­
able legal immigrants, including chil- ' 
dren, pregnant women and newcom­

'ers who are, disabled, researchers 
said . ' " 

The Center for Inunigration Stud: 
ies, a Washington think tank that 
supports reducing immigration, said 
it does not dispute that fewer immi· 
grants are seekingbenefits for which' 
they are eligible. But the problem i~,' 

,that, in tinkering with welfare eligi­
searchers Michael Fix and Jeffrey S. :'bility,Congress failed to limit the 
Passel concluded that "noncitizens' admiSsion of those likely to need' 
accounted for a disproPortionately , ' welfare in the first place, said Steven 
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

t(] , that period,' compared with a 15 
, Z percent decline among citizen'

( ' households, they said.',The same 
patterns held true for food stamps 
and Medicaid. " ',' 

But the study showed that, iIl­
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, 
,respectively, in the same categories. 

The- 1996 law, ,imposed 'restric-" 
:tions on legal immigrants' access to 

Camarota, a resident scholar at the' 
center; , ' 

:'Instead of fixiDg immigration' 
Policy, [Congress,1'tried to micro­
manage immigrant policy, with per-' 
:haps some unintended effects: he 
said. ' " . 

Fix, the Urban Institute's director' 
of immigration' studies, said the' 
reform law's unintended effects have' 
included discou,ragingwelfare usage, 
by refugees and the U.S,..iJom chil·, 
dren of immigrants, as well as slow- . 
ing enrollment in new health insur·1 

ance programs for the workIDg poor. 
Refugees ,had SUbstantially higher, 

, usage rates of cash welfare, food. 
stamps and Medicaid than nonciti" 
zens in general, the studyshowed In 
1997, nearly a quarter used weI­
fare--:down from a third in 1994: 
but still far above the 9 percent: 
figure for all noncitizens. 

The .higher' .usage rates among 
noncitizens generally "are due to the 

welfare. set time limits on the eligi-fact that immigrant households are 
bility of refugees and placed bars on poorer and more likely to contain; 
access to services by "unqualified children. not because noncitizens 

, ,immigrants. ~ The study said that the . - have a greater disposition toward 
law's "chilling effects" qn applicants, , receiving benefits," the study said. 
might have been more cOnsequeritial 
by discouraging ,Mimmigrants' from 
using health. nutrition or" other 
types of benefits, despite the fact 
that many remain eligJble.8 The 
study attnbuted these efiects in part 
to confusion among immigrants and 
providers about who remains eligi­
ble and to fears that receiving weI-' 
fare could lead to deportation or 
other penalties under laws intended 
to bar immigrants from becoming 
,"public charges." " 

The Clinton administration is 
likely to use the study to buttress 
arguments for' budget, requests 

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 impossible tQ tell 
how much of the decline in welfare~ 
use among noncitizehs was attnbut- " 
able to the law's effectS in weeding 
out illegal inunigrants 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.' 
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,	people like to think of themselves 
as progressive, 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 one-eigh­
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 reste> . 
ration contractor and father of 
three who Was sipping latte in the 
Starbucks on Main Street. "'This is 
an affluent community. It'sterrible 
what's happened to Lawrence, but 
why should their penple benefit 
trom our progress? Why should 
their kids go to our schools?" ' 

What's happened to Lawrence 
is a half-<:entuiy of rot, as a city 
that helped lead America into the' 
Industrial Revolution has watched 
its suburbs lead the way to the dig­
ital age. "', " 

While the Andovers have lured 
white-<:ollar employers such as 
Hewlett-Packard Co., Digital 

, 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-becaine a: sad mix 'of board- ' 
ed-up stores, fast-food joints and 

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

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

"'The people in the suburbs are 
check cashers. Royal Jewelers and, ,total hypocrites,~ said Lawrence 
Kaps now do business on Main 
Street in Andover. " 

"'There's not much ~pportunity 
in Lawrence," said Juana Mon­
tero, 21, a Lawrence public bous­
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 pre> 
'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 8 vouchers, 
which in theory can be used in any 

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 blu~ollar 
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. 

M Affordable housing is always a 
problem, but ifs not asblack·and­
white as people see it," said,rara 
Frier, chief of staff for the state Di· 
vision of Community and Housing 
Development. *Low-income, pee> 
pIe often prefer urban living. They 
get easier access to transporta· 
tion. They have an easier time ge> 
ing to the doctor. They 'cail 'go
shopping." ," 

Then again, there isn't much 
shopping left in Lawrence,except 
for drugs. Aida Hernandez; a27· 
year resident of the Lawrence'pre> 
jects, says that just about the only 
time wealthy Andover residents 
visit is wheri they want to buy her­
oin or maybe visit a prostitute. 
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neem until citizenship under SSI. AFDe. and Food Stamps; .apply to new Ilpplicnnts. Esto.blish 
tighter definition of a1~en elig~bility. Seven-year savings: $5·6 billion (not an official CBO 
estimatG). 

REJROACTIV£ 'DEEJvWG· 

Deem until citizenship under SSI, MDe, and Fo?d. Stamps; apply to new applicants·and curie.nt . 
recipients. Establis~ tighter definition of alien eligibility. Sevm-year savings: $8·10 billion (not 
an ofiiciai c.l:)() estima~e). 

SST BAN..;~W1TH EXFMPTH)N~ 

SSl ban 'with exemptionS for refugeesfasyle.es (5 y~at'J;)r Vt;."terans) eLderly over 75_ ana disabled; 
apply to new applicants and current reclpients. Ue~miIJg un.til citizenship under AFDC and Food 
Stamps; apply to new applicant~, Establish tighter defmition of alien eligibility, Seven-year 
uVings: $8-10 billion (no", an official CBO estimate). 

SSI BAN...LIM1TED EXEMPTIONS (SENATE BILL) 

SSI ban with limited exemptions (refueees, vet~rans! titla II eligibles); apply to new applicants 
and cWTent recipients. Seven-ye~u savings: $15.8 bilUon. 5.year ban on nltme immigrants u.n.d~r . 
all other federal programs"-inc:1uding Medicaid-- and deeming for 40 qualifying quai1:crs (even if 
be!t"ond citizenship). Scvcn..;ycar savings: $4.1 billion Medicaid. Total: 519.5 billion (Net 
number including $400 millic:.m add-back on for FI.)od Stamps for th('I5:e: eliminated from SST 

. . . 
rolls), 

SST AND FOOD STAMP BAN (CONFERENCE) 

SSI and Food Stsmp ban with limited'exc~ptions; apply to Ue'\oV applic,1Ilts <.tnd cu.rrent 
recipi~ls. Child nutrition (;ch('ll)llunch) c:ut~onfor illegals. Seven-year savings: SS1-$15.8; 
Food StQmp~-$4.7; Child. nutrition ,$.5,· Tot31: $21.0 billion. 

http:refugeesfasyle.es
http:curie.nt
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Assistant Secretary for PolicyU.S. Department of Labor ' . . 	 .wasl'1ingtOn. D.C, 20210 

1une 19, 1996. . 1 

MEMORANDUM FOR RAHM I. EMANUEL 

Assistant to the 'President and Director of Special Projects 


·'CAROL H. RASCO 
Assistant: to the President for Domestic Policy 

JOHN L HILLEY 
,Assistant to the President for Legislative Affairs 

." 	 KEN'S. APFEL, 
Associate Director for Human'Resources. OMB 

FROM: '. ANNE 'Il. LEWlS·A~~.' 

Assistant Secretary for Policy, DOL 


, SUBJECT:' Jo~ Training, Legai Aliens and Welfare Refonn 

. I a.m writing 'to expressou~ view, consistent ~ith Jong~st~ding Administration policy, that we 
. should strenuously oppose eiTorts to deny legal immigrap.ts access to· means-tested job training 
and employment services.' I believe a strong case.ciUlbc'inade that job training and employment' 

',' programs should be treated differently. than other means-tested Federal assistance. 

. Fiye-YefJlBan 	
. '\ , 

As you know, ,the welfare proposals currently under consideration in Congress impose stringent 
restrictions on:assistaace to legal immigrants. The House Republicarrwclfarc proposal, the 
Castle-Tanner welfare bill ,and the Breaux-Chafee welfare legislation each includes a,five-year 
ban on means-tested Federal assistance to immigrants. The provisions in'the bills are virtually 
identjcal--I,egal immigrants would (with limited exemptions) be prohibited, for five years after 
entry~ from participating in means-tesl.ed Federdl prograIJ:ls, including not only entitlement . 

. programs (such as food stiunps and Supplemental Secu.r#Y Income) but also 'discretionary 

programs, including means-tested job training. . J ' ' 


http:means-tesl.ed
http:immigrap.ts
http:NO.002P.02
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.Deeniin~ 

The House Republican and ·Breaux-Chafee wclfare propo·sats extend "deeming;'--adding the· 
. sponsor's ineome to the immigrant's to determine program eligibHity-.to all means-tested 
Federal programs (under current law, deeming appli~s only to AI'DC, food Stamps and SSI). 
The expansion ofdeeming would have the effect of denying means-tested assistance, even in 
the absence of the five-year ban, to most sponsored inunigrants who would otherwise be eligible. 

The House and Senate immigration bills ~ontain similar de~mjng provisions. The length of the 

deeming period in the House hill could, however, be shorter in some caSes than the deeming 


. period in the: welfare bills (Le., with resJ?ect to spouses and minor children of citizens/permanent 

residents). . . . . 


,. 

Exemption for HiiberEducatlon Pro.:rams 
,'..L. 
{~~ 

: :The House Republican welfare biH and the Castle·Tanner;legislation, however, exe~pt post­
. secondary student financial assis~ance (e.g., PeUgrants, Stafford and direct loans)'from both 
. the.five-year ban and the deeming provisions, on the grollndsthat it makes little sense to deny 
legal immigranJs the education needed to become employable and productive residents (and, 
eventually, citizens). The House immigration bill exempts student financial aid from both the 
deeming and public charge provisions; the Senate immigr,ation bi1~ limits the exemption to thos~ 

.. receiving fimuiCial aid atthc time of enactment.·' . 

Job Trainins Services Affected 

Legal immigrants are currently eligibJe for means-tested employment and training services 
~nder JTPA Tide II (including year-round programs for disadvantaged Ildultsand'youlh and 
thc summer youth employmentnnd training program), rrpA Title IV (Job Corps, Migrant 
and Seasonal Farmworker and Indian and Native Americap programs) and Title V of the Older . . ,
Americans Act (Senior CommWlity: Servi~e Employment;program)., . .. .. ; .. 

. Recommendation 

'. The Administration has consiste~tly, and quite 'correetly, 6pposed blanket bans on means-tested 
..,·istD.llCe to legal immigrants Bnd maintained that deeming should be limited to the income . 
support programs to which it now applies. As stated in the views lettcr on the immigration bills, 
"the Administration.sti'ongly opposes broadening theuppJication ofdecming rules and the . 
'public charge provision' from a well-defined set of ca.c;h a.c;sistance programs to nearly all 
means.,tcstedprograms ... " The welfare legisJation includJ:d in the Administration's balanced 
budget package· is consistent with this position. It makcs ..~mdavfts of support legally binding 
(i.e., enforceable through the .courts), but does not extendaceming beyond the income support 
pr~grams to which it has historically applied. :') 

i • 

http:eligibHity-.to
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. Should we I),ot pre~ail on these larger points, the A~miriistr8tion should insist.that means.t~sted 
job training be exempted from any'deeming provisions or ban on'assistance i~uny welfare . 
proposaJ, for, the same reason"that ,exceptions 'have been made for student financial' aid programs. 

Studies have demonstrated that Job C~rps and JTPAadull training are particularly wise .. 
< investments, boosting the eanungs and employment of participants ~dyielding returns to, ' 

society, in the~ase of Job Corps~ fQr example, ofSl.45 for every donar in~ested. It is in no: 
one's interest to exclude inunigrants from programs that will help them b~come more productive 
members of our society. Acces~ to job training will·help jmmigrant~ remain self~sufficient. . ." . 

. Eacl\ of the wClfar~ and immigration proposals already .iJlcludes 'a l~st'.ofprograms. ex~~pt~'d 
from the five-year ball, deeming and public charge provisions, among them school lunch and 
chUd nutrition, as well as postsecondary stude,nt financia.r~assista:nce. Adding means-testcdjo.b·, 
tmining programs to the list of excepted progra.ms woul~pe good policy, consistent with, the ' 
Administration principles of work and opportunity, and 'Youtd have no budget implications-­
CBO in. general attributeS no savings to the exclusion of immigrants from discretionary . 
programs. I~ the, event that an immigl11tion bill includin~deeming provisions~imilar to those .' 
now in the House und Senate biUs is enacted; the Adrhiriistration should rionethele~s seek to 
modify the deeming provisions in any welfare proposal to cnsure that they arc no worse than 

. those in the immigration legislation (in any respect); , .. ," , 

I welcomc an.'opportunity to discuss these issue~ further. Ifyou need any additional infoirnation, 
please contact Seth Hams, J?eputy· Assistant Sec;ictary fp~ Policy, at 219-6197. ' 

,,' . 
.• 1 1\ , 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500 

DATE: 6/8/96 

Leon Panetta 
,Bruce .Reed 

RabIn Emanuel 
TO: Ken Apfel 

. FROM: Staff Secretary .' 

FYI .. 



,U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN D9_MS~T p8: 21: 
, THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410·0001 

M E ,M 0 RAN DUM 

, FOR: Honorable William J. Clinton 

,/~CLc....:'1~'~
FROM: secreta~ Henry ,. Cisneros, ­

SUBJECT: 	 Adverse Impact of Welfare Reform Bills on Legal 

Immigrants 


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 significantly 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 
the"se 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' 
dist~icts -- it will affect every district in" the State, as well 
as other States with large Jlegal immigrant populations. 
Moreover, the impact.of these changes affects not only the 
population of legal immigrants, 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 
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(through deeming of a sponsor's income), including thos~ 
involving medical. assistance and housing assistance. 

The following demonstrates just some. of the potential impact' 
ot 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 ·in . 

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 impact of these proposed 

welfare reform changes on an important segment of our Nation.' s 

population, and the pot~ntial impact 'on States and. localities, 

warrants 'a full review in. any consideration of welfare reform 

legislation as a whole. . 


I am 109king forward to discussing this important issue with 
you further at your convenience. 

http:contributors.to
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· b~rt~~:::of/06)'~i6 . T·ini~··: .'17 ~39 
Ifinrtffgrarits'; ACCQuh'i f6i-Big Pa~t of SS"rGrb\.tth: Official Says 
.' ,j- ., 1 " . ,'. 

··lr:·'·";':·;f,-,:'.1':~'·"~"~'" . :.':' .\'1. ... ',_ '~:t' 	 " ," 

.. ,WASHINGTON (AP} .The trumber of elderly, blind and disabled' 

imilligra'nts;, 'recei~Hig cash, through one federi9.1 weifare ·program nas . 

'iis~n' fub:te :·thah.'14" percerlt each year since 1985, a SoCial se'curtty 

Admihist'ratiO'n" official said Tuesday.

'~';':\i·.·itJe~.·g~p~t~ ':mft-'f:ro:r;s' .ft!,ce·nt. i~6teases. in 'imil1igr'at~9h" t6 th~ unit'e:(l'

States, .Deputy.; Commissioner Carolyn Colvin told a Senate paned.' 

.,Noh:.2'6itizens . legal immigrants and refugees now make: up' 12 

p;~(f6ehtb'f.all .rebipient'g in the Supplemental Securit'y Income. ' .,

p't9gram; .Colvi'n, told 'membe;rs of the Semite JUdiciary Coniini,t"tee I s 

irnrif{g:t~t'fon:·silo6brtii.Uittee.· .' 	 .:' ..... 

'	..·..~ ..They.·als6 tend'to'b'e pcjorer"th~n ·U.S ... citi·zeris on t'he program's. 

·ror.l:s~';she 'sai'd, b~)dause "noh'::citizenrecipients,. particularly,the'

a'gsH, ,rtfay '. nO't: receive 'significant income from c;rther sources,' subh' .. 

a's; Sabia'!· Se6tirity~'" '.. ' '. ... .' '.' , 


\) • ,,\ ...~! I ' r ,I \ ''-", ' , ... , . " ,,'., ' *' . ,!, • • , "'.~ , • I , 

. ,,::. Colyiiltes't'ified' as the, House and the Senate prepare to .vote' on 

fJ.79::~'~pUblicai1.:. plah~ . that' 'wouldreduce the riumbe'r 6f foreig'ners 

aliCfwedtO:immigrate' to the Urii ted· state's. Presid'ent Clinton has'.. 

ail§b:: s:a:id hl9'.d.Ifke to "g'ee legal immigration reduced.. . '., . . 

,.".;..The·)3.ti'thors,o'f. 'the bilis Sen. Alan Simpson,R:":WYo.> and Rep.
L!~fu,iii:'::'Stnith> RJ:::Telt'~~ . 'say one Of their goals is to cut··abuse by .. 

"ifitfu'i'gf'alits' wHo a"re' di-a~n to this countrY because of its welfare 
,:p;-!69.'l:',a~st~ '.~, .;:•• ;:~.I ':. .'.,.' :. ':.',' • , . ' ''. '. ....., • ',. , .; • : .•••• ,,"::: 

, : . Smith arid Simpson are meeting op'position from many Democrats, who' 
· c5ridede;'§omethirig irnlst bep-one .to curb abuse in SS! but'say tnere', s" 

·no.·ne~tl to Cut ·1·egal immigration . 

. , :in ,.1988, abOut;643, obo riori~ci tizens were admitted to the count:ty" 


, ',"'~:,,' 'ti .,_ .•1' ,,\'j. ,.,,;." ',," " . "'_ , I . -, '".... _ .," " , '. " • _ " ' \ ~ • f 

· fa,r:p'er'mahent, residence, . the most since192~, Colvin said. 'That 

· riU:li1Bert.ose to.!. 8 mi11ioriin 1991, mostly because of the . 

. Immigt-atiorl'i Reforrrtan:d Cohtrol Act., which 'legalized 2'. 7 mill iori 

'il'r~"a'l alieh's.·. '. . ' . . 


.. ,in '19'94, mo':fe{ "tha'n 804,000 immigrants entered the United State€;. . 

.:::':"th:g~riera'l; elderly arid disabled iminigrc3:nt·s without sponsotsand" . 


1:110'89 :in th~' d)~untryfbrrriote than: f'ive years are eligible to apply . 

fd'r,"S$:t'"oh'e df,thEi' ri'ati'()n 's. fastest growing entftlement prograrhs~ 


· E,!perly' an'd dis'able'd refugees many fleeing persecution ih tnei'r . 
home'laIi.ds may apply for it immediat'ely upon entry. ..' ; .. '. .,' , .,

:'QVe'rall, . iilimig:dints use all fo:dns of welfare at roughi'y tlle sa:me' 
taie',as citize'ns dO, according to a s'tudy by the Urban Institute~ . 

. ':; . .'~But' Il()p:::;8i tfzens accbunt for nearly 25 percent of the growth in. 
" '1, 

· Ss·:(.from 19'8'6 to 1993, 'according to. the .General Accountihg OfficSe," . 

congr'ess ' .. investigat1rig arm; . . 


; The nutt.be·r"o'f 'he'w SSI applications from immigrants has'more thari:' 

t'rfple'd since i982~ said Susan Martin, .executive direbtbr Of. the 

U~S ...Conmlissi6il on Immigration Reform" which was appointed. by

C6hr{ces:s ~ . . . . '.' .. . 


'. '... Th~.rfumb~t 'O'f aliens receiving ssI pa'y1nentsbecause: 6f age
" '~",~'.,;""'_"_ ,," li"'~" ,/".,."" ,; , ,\.' " '.'. . ~ - ',.... ,I , ~'''' 

increased from 92,000, in: 1982 to 459,220 iIi. 1995, she said.,Blihd· 

· i:3:rid disabied aliens on the 'rolls increased from 36, Dod in i 982 to 

~3:26"'19b: .fn1995 ~ '. '. 


'..', Simpson: said he wahtsto tighten rules that support a 
.. l.:o(fgstanding. U. S. p'olicy of k'eepirig but immigrants likely tb become' 
· bll'ra'ens·. Oil' the public . .'. .. '" . 


,,' .~ 'Tnere I snothing. ugly Or evil about what we' ta up .to, , ~ .. Simp'sO'n 

~'aiq·. "'This is not about -the ragged, . the wretched or the homEdes's~ 

pe6pl~.·who have mo'r'e are. go~ng to' pay' more. ' I . 


,';"~ Smith, Simps6n, andth~ president want to toughen rules that,. ' 

require f'c:U:llilymemb'ers to' be financially responsible for. iJ11migra'I1ts" 

tney's'pons'(jr into the United States. The courts have ruled that . 


http:home'laIi.ds
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·afJ~:d..~v:l:tS<bf sUI5pbrf requ{rE!'d in the legal immigration process tir'~' . 
.. ri6t .'legally enforceable.. .' . .' ., '.' . .... . ..' 

,',," Welfare agerl.cies across the country know that many sponsors 
. woii it live' up to tl1eii,j;>romises, said Angelo Dati, director of 
· ~'i~iiih6iai' assistance fbr· the Orange County, Ca.,lif., social service 

... '; I !,.",-!.'" " ' agency., . , " 

· . . ::"'curreritlyna,t:16nwide, it's a sham. Everyhodykrtows that'," 
D6ti, ~'ard.: 
·j\PNP':'02":'OO-96 1740E'ST 
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FOOD S't'AHP PROClUH 
COHPARISON OF FY 1"3·1"4' OFFICIAL ERROR RATES' 

WITH. PREDIctED i"/ J,i95 BRROR RATES 

COMBINED COMBINED PREDICTED 
OFFICIAL OFFICIAL OFFICIAL 
FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 

STATS 

CC:mnecc:.tcu c: 7.94 7.78 8.54 
Maine 7.53 7.50 7.52 
Massachuse c cs 5.,1J6 S. 76 . 6.10 
Ne" Hurpsbi.re 1.2.4.2 14.65· II.'7 
New rorJc . 1~.+J. 10.11 9.aS-
Rhode Isllllld 5.60 6.99 5.l.3 
Vemone 11.40 6.34 8.26 

Delaware 7.57 10.10 9. ~3 
Disc:. ot Col. 9.03 9.59 l.08 I 

MAryland 10.71' 11.24 10.S7 
New Jersey 8.25 8.75 9.24 
pennsylvania 9.12 8.38 '9.44 
Virginia 10.77 1l.6.2 13.47 
vi.rgin ulands 5.15 5.88 4.38 
West Virginia 1:1. ~4 11.92 ll.~~ 

AlaD&IIIoJ 8.08 5.75 7.37 
Florida 16.!l6 13.59 11. (12 
Georgia 11.13 U.54 10.72 
Kenc:ucJcy S.li: 5.54 4.74 
Mississippi 10.03 I 9.24 10.31 
No. Carolina 9.87 !I. 54 8.77 
So. Carolina 10.88 5.05 '.52 
Tennessee 10.71 ~.80 lO.B3 

IllinoiS 10.20 !1. 47 11.88 
Incfi.ana 16.57 I7.70 16.23 
MJ.cnigan 8.64 8.69 9.80 
Minnesota 9.46 B.80 7.22 
Ohio 1.4.37 H.52 14.23 
wisconsin 9.51 10.52 1~.54 

Ark.ansas 6.44 5. J9 5.99 
L.ouJ.sJ.ana 9.J4 $.60, 7.15 
New Me;clao 10.53 B.88 7.~7 
Oklahoma '.97 10.77 10.55 
Texas 11. 3,7 12.45 8.69 

Colorado 7.54 7.39 6.00 
Iowa 10.22 H.41 11. 7.1. 
Kansas 7.59 7.55 8.53 
Missouri 1l.17 1l.l5 12.52 
Montana '.6' '.94 7.55 
NeDrIIsJeIJ ll. 03 H.95 9.H· 
North DaJeota 8,04 6. OJ 5.97 
Souch DaJeota J,76 3.2J· 3.77 
Uc:ah 7.16 9.60 8.20 " ~ h.h \ f"'~ el'Jwyoming 7.04 8.jl 8.38 

Alaslca 4.56 8.99 S.!l9 a h"i4 
Arizona 12.08 IS • .Jl 13.49 
Calitornia 9.06 la, '2 9.77 { s hJc- c;>.( .,. £BT 
~CIlII 12.34 9.96 S.U 
Hafl>'IJ.ti 1.75 4.74 4.27 
Idaho 8.4' 10.55 7.05 
Nevada 9.04 6.85 9.87 
Oregon 9.15 9.88 8.00 
WaShin9'con 9.28 9,71 9.13 

Nacional A.verage 10.81 10.12' 9.78 
01/23/96 
PAD/QC1J/SSS 

.:.r.:·~:.n~?,1 .f:1, ~rJ~;~~'!·,r r~"~.r'.trf 
;j c.;::~ (:-:~j:;~:~~it; ~ UtJt. 

... 
DC's error rAte for FY 1995 1£ und.re~timated due to a significant 

backlog .in completlng theH F'Y 1'395 sample. 
" 

PrediCted error rates for F'Y 1995 are based on data from October 
through September 1995, The U S. average may be underestimated due to DC's 
baCklog in completlng theH FY 1995 sample, 

http:Hafl>'IJ.ti
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STATES WITH STATEWIDE EBT SYSTEMS 

• Maryland
• New Mexico 
• Texas 
• south Carolina 

STATES THAT W'ILL BE STATEWIDE WITHIN 12 MONTHS 

• Utah - (Completion Date 4/96) 
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Preliminary List of Welfare Reform 
Options for Consideration in the FY 1998 Budget 

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

LEGISLATIVE OPTIONS 

Food Stamps 
A 	 Repropose the Administration's work requirement legislation. 
B. 	 Remove the Shelter Deduction Cap in FY 1998 
C. 	 Remove the Shelter Deduction Cap in FY2000. 
D. 	 Reindex the Standard Deduction in FY 1998 
E. 	 Index the Standard Deduction in FY2002.. 

Benefits to Immifrants 
A. 	 Exempt the disabled from SSI. Food Stamp. and Medicaid bans. 
B. 	 Exempt children fr:om SSI. Food Stamp. and Medicaid bans.. 

(Earlier this year it was estimated that CBO would score options A&B at approximately 

$8 billion. This estimate reflects Administration technical assumptionsand baseline.) 

C. 	 Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. 
D. 	 Provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled who lose SSI ("bucket"). 
E. 	 Repeal the Food Stamp ban for all legal immigrants; 


require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. 

F. Exempt children from SSI ban. 
G. 	 Delay implementation of the SSI and Food Stamp bans for 2 years - allowing immigrants 

time to naturalize. 
H. 	 Delay implementation of the SSI. Food Stamps. and Medicaid bans for I year. 

TemboraryAssistance 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. 

Medicaid 
A. 	 Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SS!. 
B. 	 Legislation to offer national 2 year Transitional Medicaid and extend sunset. 

Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (DaC) (Rough. off the shelf estimates) 
A. Make the credit refundable. 
B. Expand DCTC to give a larger credit with more benefit for working families. 
C. Expand and make refundable (A&B). 

Welfare to Work (beyond $3 billion policy already proposed) 
Expand $3 billion Welfare to Work initiative and/or challenge grantsand/or additional 

performance bonuses. 

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


treatment. 


Five Year 

2.0 
2.0 
1.3 
3.4 
0.1 

8.3 
2.9 

2.6 to 3.6 ' 
1-2 

3.5 
0.2 

4.1 
2.9 

0.0 
0.0 

0.3 
2.0 

3.4 
2.9 


7 to 8? 


2.0 

1.0 
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Preliminary List of Welfare Reform 

Options for Consideration in the FY 1998 Budget 


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

Five Year 

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. 

6.4 

3.9 

2.0 

OPTIONS WITHOUT COST AGAINST WELFARE REFORM ALLOWANCE 

Temporary Assistance (or 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 T ANF programs. 0.0 

Welfare to Work Initiative 

(Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) [3.0] 

1214/961 1:5 I 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 0.4 

Food Stamps subtotal 0.6 1.1 

Benefits to Imm;~rants 
A. 	 Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. 

Welfare Reform policy of deeming sponsor's income would continue in Medicaid. 0.8 2.6 
B. 	 Delay implementation of the SSI and Food Stamp bans for I to 2 years - allowing immigrants 

time to naturalize. 0.0 2.4 to 4.1 
C. 	 Exempt children from SSI ban. 0.0 0.2 

Immigrants subtotal 0.8 S.2 to 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: 	 1.4 6.5 to 8.2 

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 T ANF 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 
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Preliminary Welfare Reform 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). 

B. Repropose the Administration's work requirement legislation. 
C. 	Index the standard deduction in FY 2002. 
D. 	 Remove the shelter cap in FY2002. 

Food Stamps subtotal 

Benefits to Immifrants 

A Repeal the Food Stamp ban for alllegaJ immigrants; 


require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. 

B. 	 Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. Welfare 

Reform policy of deeming sponsor's income would continue in Medicaid. 

C. 	 Exempt children from SSI ban. 
D. 	 Delay implemenation of the SSI ban for current recipients for I year - allowing 

immigrants time to naturalize. 
. Immigrants subtotal 

Transitional Medicaid 

Administrative option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for 


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. 
SSI subtotal 

TOTAL COST OF OPTION 2: 

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance 
Temporary Assistance (Dr 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 


(Non-add. costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) 


0.1 
0.4 
0.1 
0.4 
1.0 

0.7 

0.8 
0.0 

0.0 
1.6 

0.04 

0.5 
0.1 

-0.2 
0.4 

3.0 

0.0 

0.0 

[0.0] 

0.7 
2.0 
0.1 
0.4 
3.2 

3.5 

2.6 
0.2 

U 
7.7 

0.2 

2.0 
0.4 

-0.7 
1.7 

12.8 

0.0 

0.0 

[3.0] 
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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 FY200t 
Food Stamp subtotal 

Benefits to Immifrants. 
Delay implementation of the 55!. Food Stamp and Medicaid bans for I year­

allowing immigrants time to naturalize. 

Transitional Medicaid 
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 551. 
C. Tighten rules that deem parent's income to children for purposes of 

determining level of children's benefit. 

SSI subtotal 

Child and Det?endent Care Tax Credit fDCTC) 
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. 

Demonrtration Proiects 
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 T ANF programs. 

Welfare to Work Initiative 

FY2002 Five Year 

(in billions of $) 

0.1 0.7 
004 0.4 
0.6 1.1 

0.0 2.9 

0.04 0.2 

0.5 2.0 

0.1 004 

-0.2 -0.7 

0.4 1.7 

0.8 304 

0.0 2.0 

2.0 12.3 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

12/4/96 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 th~se areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision madej. 

B. 	 Allow low income families with high housing costs to deduct the full cost of 

housing expenses. 
C. 	Allow the food stamp benefit structure to keep pace with inflation, starting 

in 2000. 
Food Stamps subtotal 

Benefits to Immifrants 

A Repeal the Food Stamp ban for households with children; 


require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. 

B. 	 Exempt children from SSI and Medicaid ban .. 

Immigrants subtotal 

Transitional Medicaid 

Administrative option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for 

with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). 


SU,bplemental Security Income' 
A Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility on children with multiple physical 

impairments and children with chronic illnesses. 
B. 	 Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SSt 
C. Tighten rules that deem parent's income to children for purposes of 

determining level of children's benefit.! 

.. 551 Subtotal 

Child and DePendent Care Tax Credit (DCTC! 
Make the credit refundable in 1999. 

TOTAL COST OF OPTION 4: 

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 T ANF programs. 

Welfare to Work Initiative 

(Non-add. costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) 

0.1 

OA 

0.4 
0.9 

OA 
M 
0.6 

0.04 

0.8 
0.1 

-0.2 
0.8 

0.8 

3.1 

0.0 

0.0 

[0.0] 

0.7 

2.0 

0.7 
3.4 

2.3 
0.7 
2.9 

0.2. 

3.9 
0.3 

-0.7 
3.S 

2.6 

12.6 

0.0 

0.0 

[3.01 
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Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FYI998 Budget 


Option 5: Give Priority to Benefits for Immigrants 

Food Stamps 
A Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time litnit 

exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made). 
B. Propose legislation to limit benefits to 6 months in 12. 

C. Remove the shelter cap in FY2002. 

Food Stamps subtotal 

Benefits to Immifrants 
A. 	 Exempt children from 551, Food Stamp. and Medicaid bans. 

B. 	 Exempt .the disabled from 551. Food Stamp, and Medicaid bans. 

Immigrants subtotal 

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


with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). 


Supplemental Security income, 

Continue current policy as scored in Welfare Reform for eligibility standards for 

children. 
Tighten rules that deem parent's income to children for purposes of 

determining level of children's benefit. 

TOTAL COST OF OPTION 5: 

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance 

Temporary Assistance [or 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 T ANF programs. 

Welfare to Work Initiative 

(Non-add. costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) 

. FY2002 Five Year 

(in billions of $) 

0.1 0.7 
0.2 1.1 
M 0.4 
0.8 2.3 

0.6 	. 2.9 
2.0 8.3 
2.S 11.3 

0.0 0.0 

-0.2 -0.7 

-0.2 -0.7 

3.2 13.0 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

[0.0] [3.0] 
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Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 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). 

B. 	 Repropose the Administration's work requirement legislation, thereby 


restoring benefits for 18 to 50s. 


Food Stamps Subtotal 

Benefits to Immierants 

A Repeal the Food Stamp ban for all legal immigrants; 


require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. 


B. 	 Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. Welfare 

Reform policy of deeming sponsor's income would continue in Medicaid. 

C 	Delay implemenation of the 551 ban for current recipients for I year - allowing 

immigrants .time to naturalize. 

Immigrants subtotal 

Transitional Medicaid 

Administrative option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for 


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 55!. 
551 subtotal 

TOTAL COST OF OPTION 6: 

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance 

Temporary Assistance (or 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 T ANF programs. 

Welfore to Work Initiative 

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

0.1 

0.5 

0.6 

0.7 

0.8 

0.0 
1.5 

0.04 

0.5 

QJ. 
0.5 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

[0.0] 

0.7 

b.Q 
2.7 

3.5 

2.6 

lA 
7.5 

0.2 

2.0 

QA 
2.4 

12.8 

0.0 

0.0 

[3.0] 
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Wednesday, August 5, 1998 

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

&11 ACRANIENTO--A steep drop in the number of 
..' 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 ofHealth 
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 ofthe effect ofwelfare reform on immigrant 
families, and suggests that a main reason they shy away is fear 
of a negative effect on their immigration status. 

In January 1996,21% of an families applying for welfare in 
Los Angeles County were legal n~:mcitizens, the study said, but 

. by January ofthis 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 
a month. By the end of the survey, the number had fallen to 
450 a month. 

"We were surprised by this outcome," said Judy 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 applied 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 citizens and therefore 
. entitled to government benefits . 

. ".one ofthe most far-reaching effects ofwelfare 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 

10f3 8/5/98 10:21 AM 
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on legal immigrants' willingness to apply for and receive public 
benefits." 

, He said the researchers concluded that misconceptions about 
welfare reform and mistaken fears that accepting pub lic 
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 
governor's efforts to discourage 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 
Health and Human Services, said the two urban areas were 
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 coveredJanuary 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 expe~ted, 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 
ofconfusing information about welfare reform and a perceived 
anti-immigrant sent,iment prompted many families to.avoid 
seeking any kind of public assistance. . 

"We're talking about eligible 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 natunilization, 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, especially 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 
~pecialliaison staff in welfare offices to help with immigrant 
lssues. 

"Certainly I would not agree that we have been slow," said 
Jacob Aguilar, who is in charge ofcommunity relations for the 
social services department. "On the other hand, this study 
shows we need to continue to workin this area." ' 

". 
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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 Reserved 

6Search the archives of the Los Angeles Times for similar stories about: 
WELFARE PROGRAMS -- LOS ANGELES COUNTY, IMMIGRANTS, 
STATISTICS, WELF ARE REFORM. You will not be charged to look for 
stones, only to retrIeve one. 
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WASHINGTON 
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THE' GovERNOR' OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

LAW' TON CHI L E S 

A~gust 6, 1997 

The Honorable Bill Clinton 
, President of the United States 

The White House 

Washington, D.C. 20500, 


Dear Mr. President: 

I want to thank you for your manY considerations to Florida's interests in the 
comprehensive reconciljation packa~~ring qiti£al assistance..to..thousaodSOf 

~Ldn~iIdren,disa_bk..d and legal iIIllI!!graI}l!:~si<!eI!!~~_ ' 

Your per"sonal 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 Administration. 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 1/ 
knowledgeable fashion. Specifically, Emily Bromberg and Fred Duval, Bruce Reed and Chris 

JI 
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 he 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 kids" are a fact in every 

, state and not just a program in one. 

With warmest regards, 

LA WTON CHILES 

AUG I I 19;7 

A RECYCLED PAPER PRoDUCT PRIl'fICD WITIf SoY INK. 
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National Immigration Fonlm 


August 22, 1997 

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 irnniigrants. 

Sincerely, 

!{~~ctor 

220 I Street, NE #220· Washington, DC 20002-4362 

202-544-0004 • Fax: 202-544-1905 


URL: http://www.immigrationforum.org 


http:http://www.immigrationforum.org


!uly 25, 1997 

Mr. Bruce N. Reed 

Assistant to the President for 

Domestic Policy 

White' House 

West Wing, 2nd Floor 

Washington, DC 20502 


. Dear Mr. Reed, 

The undersigned organizations are writing to commend you on' your 'ongoing effort to restore 
some fairness in the way this country treats its most vulnerable legal immigrants. 

Less than a year ago, the sweeping welfare law clit the social safety net from under legal 
immigrants who have fallen on hard times. 'Most dramatically 'effected were immigrants 
who, having developed a d~sability 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 live--to prepare for the impact of the new Jaw. 

, ' , 

Today,thanks in large part to your hard work, the congressional conference committee that 
is reconciIlng'the House and Senate budget bills has bef9re it'a proposal, advanced by the 

• Senate, that would restore SSI to th~se who currently depend on it for survival. In addition, 
immigrants who came to this country prior to the passage of thewelfare law, and who 
develop a disability, will have the safety net available to them, should they need it. The 
Senate's budget bill alsoextends 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 childr.en with the new child health block grant money. 

Ail of these measures are critical if w~ 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 toensute 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 suscept,ible to the same sort of misfortunes as citizens, are 
treated fairly in a manner befitting our nation's traditions. 

Sincerely, 

NATIONAL ORGANJZA ;nONS 

American Psychological Association 

http:childr.en


American Jewish Committee' 
American Immigration Law Foundation 
American Association of Jews from the Former USSR 
Association of Jewish Family and Children, Agencies 
Catholic Charities USA, 
Church World Service Immigrant and Refugee Program 
Council of Jewish Federations 
Immigrant and Refugee Services of America 
lIllIl'ligration Project of: the United Methodist General Board of Church and Society 
Internatiomll Rescue Committee 
Jesuit-Conference USA, -Office of Social Miriistries 
Jewish Council for Public Affairs 
Mexican American Legal Defense and EducationaL Fund (MALDEF) 
Migrant Legal Action Program 
National Health Law Program' ­
National Association for Bilingmil Education 
National Korean American Service and Education Consortium 
National Association of Public Hospitals and Health Systems 
National Immigration Forum ' 
National Asian Pacific American Legal Consortium 
National Association of Korean Americahs 
National Ministries, American Baptist Churches USA 
Presbyterian Church USA, Washington Office 
Union of Needletnide, Industrial and Textile Employees (UNITE) 
United Methodist Committee on Relief 
United States Catholic Conference Office of Migration and Refugee Services 
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, l?lorida Chapter 
Arqerican Associatipn of Jews from the Former USSR, Georgia Chapter 
American Association ofJews 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 . 
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 Frjends Service Copunittee, Miami, FL " 
Archdiocese of Detroit, MI 
Asian La\,\' Alliance, San Jose, CA 
A YUDA, Inc., Washington, DC 



'. 

Catholic Charities Immigrant Services, Honolulu, HI . 

Catholic Charities Archdiocese of 'New Orleans, LA 

Catholic Charities Iminigratioq. Legal Service, San Jose, CA 

Catholic Charities Immigrant Cqunseling 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 

EI Centro Hispano Americano, Plainfield~ NJ 

Gay and Lesbian Latino AIDS Education .Initiative, Philadelphia, PA 

Heartland Alliance for Human Needs and Human Rights, Chicago, IL 

Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society"New York, NY . 

Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society of Chic~go, IL 

Illinois Coalition for Immigrant and Refugee Protection, Chieago, 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 

Las Americas Refugee Asylum Project, EIPaso, TX 

Liberty Immigration and Citizenship Service, 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, N ewbedford, MA 

Travelers Aid Services, New York, NY 


. United Jewish Appeal/Federation of Jewish Philanthropy of New. York, Inc., NY 
VIVE, Buffalo, NY 
Washington Association of Churches, Seattle, WA 
Wodd Relief Midwest Area, Chicago, IL 


