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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Alice R i v l i n 

FROM: Belle Sawhi 

RE: Welfare Reform - Latest Update 

l i l ^ 

Congressional A c t i v i t y 

There have been several hearings i n August on the House 
side; the Senate side has been quiet. 

— House 

Ways and Means may mark up a welfare reform b i l l i n 
September. I t i s our understanding that committee s t a f f have 
been instructed to be ready to go forward then. However, we 
believe no decision to move a b i l l has been made and the markup 
may not happen. Democrats on the subcommittee with j u r i s d i c t i o n 
(Human Resources) are unhappy with the Administration proposal. 
Rep. Matsui most prominently. They have advised the Committee 
leadership not to move a welfare b i l l t h i s year, fearing 
e l e c t o r a l p o l i t i c s w i l l i nevitably r e s u l t i n a punitive 
conservative b i l l . (HHS l e g i s l a t i v e a f f a i r s s t a f f do not 
consider t h i s inevitable, arguing that moderate Democrats may be 
less l i k e l y to stray during the partisan run-up to an election.) 
Chairman Gibbons has shown greater enthusiasm f o r action but has 
been described of lat e as losing some of that i n t e r e s t . 

Pat Schroeder has been t r y i n g to move a c h i l d support 
enforcement b i l l separately as an alternat i v e to comprehensive 
l e g i s l a t i o n . We think t h i s would be a huge mistake, and HHS, 
including Secretary Shalala, appear to have made progress i n 
discouraging i t . 

— Senate 

I t i s our understanding that Moynihan's s t a f f i s saying, i n 
private and off-the-record, that we should not expect welfare 
reform to move t h i s year i n the Senate. 

Given the l i t t l e l e g i s l a t i v e time remaining t h i s year, even 
i f the House were to begin action i t remains u n l i k e l y that a 
welfare reform b i l l would be sent to the President t h i s session. 



Estimates 

We are continuing to work on ten-year estimates of our b i l l 
with HHS but, as yet, have no plans to go public. CBO i s 
continuing to work to produce five-year estimates of our b i l l as 
well. Ways and Means subcommittee s t a f f have requested that CBO 
be ready with estimates and may be looking for them around the 
second week in September. We continue to have informal 
conversations with CBO and have some sense of where they are 
l i k e l y to come down on many provisions. 

When clearing the welfare reform l e g i s l a t i o n , our s t a f f 
estimated that the pricing for welfare reform might be $1-3 
b i l l i o n higher than the o f f i c i a l numbers. We advised Leon and 
others of t h i s r i s k , and he decided to clear the b i l l with the 
$9.3 b i l l i o n estimate. 

As the s t a f f p r e d i c t e d , i n d i c a t i o n s are t h a t CBO may be $2-3 
b i l l i o n higher than the HHS $9.3 b i l l i o n estimate of costs over 5 
years. (CBO has not made these numbers p u b l i c and they should be 
considered c o n f i d e n t i a l . ) Up t o $1,5 b i l l i o n of t h i s may be due 
to d i f f e r e n t u n i t cost assumptions i n the c h i l d care p r o v i s i o n s . 
Combined w i t h CBO's lower estimates of our f i n a n c i n g package (and 
the loss of some o f f s e t s t o GATT) we may w e l l be faced w i t h as 
much as a $4-5 b i l l i o n spread between the costs of our b i l l and 
our f i n a n c i n g , by CBO f i v e - y e a r scoring. A d e c i s i o n w i l l have t o 
be made about whether t o seek added o f f s e t s or reduce w e l f a r e 
reform's cost i n the budget, or both. I have asked David Ellwood 
t o provide us w i t h an i n i t i a l set of options on how t o handle a l l 
of t h i s i n the budget by Mid-September. 

S p e c i f i c Provisions 

— A l i e n E l i g i b i l i t y 

The main welfare reform b i l l s (ours, the Mainstream Forum, 
and the House Republican) a l l affect a l i e n e l i g i b i l i t y for 
benefits. The Administration b i l l tightens e l i g i b i l i t y and asks 
sponsors of aliens to bear f i n a n c i a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for those 
they bring to the U.S. for a longer period of time. The 
Republicans and Mainstream Forum b i l l s completely terminate legal 
a l i e n e l i g i b i l i t y for programs l i k e SSI, AFDC, and Food Stamps. 
The Republicans, as you may know, have been encouraging the use 
of t h e i r provision as an offset for GATT. In a recent House 
hearing Barbara Jordan, in her role as chair of the commission on 
immigration, opposed the Republican provision, although she did 
not endorse ours. (She did endorse the prin c i p l e that sponsors 
should bear res p o n s i b i l i t y . ) In addition, the offset has come up 
during health care discussions as a possible financing measure 
(e.g. the Rowland-Cooper-Bilirakis b i l l ) . With the heated 
debates about immigration policy these days, these offsets w i l l 
continue to be the subject of discussion. Any changes could also 
affect the costs of increased legal immigration from Cuba. 



— Technicals 

HHS i s p u l l i n g together a technical amendments package on 
the Administration's b i l l , to correct problems discovered a f t e r 
the l e g i s l a t i o n had been transmitted. 

— Health Care Reform and "Welfare Lock" 

At the low-income review my s t a f f expressed some 
skepticism about the evidence suggesting that some people remain 
on welfare i n order t o qu a l i f y for Medicaid and would leave the 
r o l l s i f health insurance was universally available. You were 
curious about the basis for t h i s skepticism. The most recent 
research has been done by David Ellwood and Robert M o f f i t t . 
Several d i f f e r e n t studies by these authors or others f i n d a 
s i g n i f i c a n t e f f e c t of medical costs on the length of stay on 
AFDC. This research i s suggestive but not conclusive. As a 
re s u l t , while we believe the research could be used as 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r saying there may be an ef f e c t of health care 
reform on welfare caseloads, we recommend against basing budget 
estimates or policy on i t for three reasons. 

(1) The findings of an association between health care 
u t i l i z a t i o n and AFDC receipt can be explained by hypotheses that 
do not involve a causal e f f e c t of health insurance on welfare 
stays. For example, having a baby leads to both more u t i l i z a t i o n 
of the health care and welfare systems. 

(2) Both analyses are based on Medicaid as i t existed between 
1980 and 1986, not as i t exists today. Medicaid expansions since 
1988 should have s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i l u t e d any ef f e c t on AFDC that 
existed i n 1984. 

(3) None of the analyses account for the p o t e n t i a l e f f e c t s of 
having State welfare agencies administer low-income health 
subsidies. People who apply for health subsidies are l i k e l y t o 
be advised of t h e i r e l i g i b i l i t y f or other programs, such as AFDC 
and Food Stamps, increasing the AFDC p a r t i c i p a t i o n above the 
current 80-85%. 

When we reviewed testimony on welfare reform, HHS agreed t o say 
there i s some research that suggests health care reform would 
have a s i g n i f i c a n t e f f e c t on AFDC caseloads, rather than 
asserting a large e f f e c t . 



Next Year 

— Changing Congress 

There are i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t the midterm e l e c t i o n s may r e s u l t 
i n a more conservative and/or more p o l a r i z e d Congress. A more 
conservative Congress would probably make i t easier t o enact a 
welfare reform b i l l ; however, i t could become more d i f f i c u l t t o 
enact a measure l i k e our welfare reform b i l l . 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n b i l l represents a "New Democrat" balance 
of measures. As such, i t i s l i k e l y t o draw somewhat ambivalent 
support from many t o the l e f t and t o the r i g h t . L i b e r a l s , f o r 
example, support the increase i n c h i l d care funding (and probably 
want t o go f u r t h e r ) but f i n d t i m e - l i m i t e d cash b e n e f i t s very 
t r o u b l i n g . Conservatives p r e f e r s t r i c t e r l i m i t s on b e n e f i t s than 
are i n our b i l l but are less i n t e r e s t e d i n funding c h i l d care. 
Passing our b i l l w i l l probably r e q u i r e drawing some support from 
each camp. 

In a more conservative Congress the pressure t o move t o the 
r i g h t w i l l , of course, increase. I f we do, there i s a 
s i g n i f i c a n t chance t h a t l i b e r a l s , r a t h e r than viewing the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n b i l l as being somewhat h e l p f u l and the best they 
are l i k e l y t o get, may simply abandon the process and withdraw 
support. Without the l e f t , the choice could become a q u i t e 
conservative welfare reform b i l l or none a t a l l . 

For these reasons, some f e e l i t would be b e t t e r t o enact a 
b i l l t h i s year. However, the weight of c u r r e n t o p i n i o n , 
( e s p e c i a l l y a t HHS) i s t h a t t h i s can't happen ( l o g i s t i c a l l y ) and 
t h a t i t wouldn't necessarily be d e s i r a b l e i f i t d i d . I t ' s simply 
too l a t e i n the session. Moreover, e l e c t i o n fever and the 
p a r t i s a n s p i r i t i t has engendered might produce a very bad b i l l . 

— R e c o n c i l i a t i o n 

I f t h ere i s a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n b i l l next year wel f a r e reform 
i s a candidate f o r possible i n c l u s i o n . By then t h e r e may have 
been s u f f i c i e n t hearings t h a t Congress w i l l f e e l ready t o move i t 
as p a r t of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n . One advantage of i n c l u d i n g i t i n 
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n would be t o reduce the p o l i t i c a l heat we get f o r 
our o f f s e t s , since they would be buried i n a comprehensive b i l l 
and would not a t t r a c t the a t t e n t i o n they do when we t r y t o move 
them separately. On the other hand, given the complexity of the 
issue, Congress may want t o move a free-standing b i l l . I n c l u d i n g 
welfare reform i n a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n b i l l would, among other 
t h i n g s , l i k e l y run i n t o Byrd r u l e problems. 



Conclusion: 

In conclusion, our main targets f o r the remainder of t h i s 
year are: 

• To head o f f a separate c h i l d support b i l l , i f 
necessary. 

• To monitor CBO scoring of our b i l l , the use of e x i s t i n g 
welfare offsets f o r other purposes, and the 
implications of any health b i l l f o r welfare reform's 
costs. 

• In l i g h t of the above, to decide how to t r e a t welfare 
reform i n the 1996 budget: that i s , what combination 
of new offsets and/or program revisions to include. 

This l a s t set of decisions i s l i k e l y to be almost as 
d i f f i c u l t as putting together the o r i g i n a l financing package, 
especially i f our ex i s t i n g offsets are largely used fo r other 
purposes and CBO prices our b i l l $2 to $3 b i l l i o n above i t s 
o r i g i n a l price tag of $9.3 b i l l i o n . 



TO: Kathi Way 

FROM: Stan Herr 

SUBJECT: Comments t o the "Comprehensive Welfare Reform And Family 
Support Amendments of 1994", revised 6/14/94 

Date: June 16, 1994 

Thank you f o r the chance t o review the d r a f t l e g i s l a t i o n w i t h 
respect t o i t s d i s a b i l i t y p o l i c y issues. 

For the sake of b r e v i t y , I at t a c h the pages of the b i l l w i t h 
suggested f i x e s . Below are b r i e f explanations of why the changes 
seem necessary or d e s i r a b l e . 

p. 10, l i n e 20. i n s e r t " d i s a b i l i t y " i n place of "h e a l t h " . 

Mental d i s a b i l i t y p r o f e s s i o n a l i s the broader and c o r r e c t term 
f o r a p r o f e s s i o n a l who may be assessing capacity on the basis 
e i t h e r of mental i l l n e s s , mental r e t a r d a t i o n , severe l e a r n i n g 
d i s a b i l i t y , or other developmental d i s a b i l i t y . 
I f f o r some reason you want t o hang on t o "mental h e a l t h 
p r o f e s s i o n a l " than an o p t i o n would be t o d r a f t the phrase as 
"mental h e a l t h or mental r e t a r d a t i o n p r o f e s s i o n a l . " 

p. 18, l i n e 9. i n s e r t " r e h a b i l i t a t i o n " a f t e r the word " t r a i n i n g " . 

The concept of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n i s d i s t i n c t from the other terms 
used; i . e . , education, t r a i n i n g . I t p o i n t s t o a v i t a l form of 
support t h a t e m p l o y a b i l i t y plans w i l l need t o consider t o a s s i s t 
some persons w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s t o leave welfare r o l l s . Later i n 
the b i l l t h ere are references t o treatment f o r substance abuse, 
which a sub-set of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n services. So i n the framing of 
e m p l o y a b i l i t y plans i t would be important t o i d e n t i f y v a r ious 
types of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n needs, whether or not those services are 
provided d i r e c t l y or by r e f e r r a l under t h i s B i l l . 

p. 20, l i n e 12, i n s e r t "or other e n t i t i e s " or comparable phrase 
a f t e r the word "State". 

E m p l o y a b i l i t y plans f o r deferred i n d i v i d u a l s i n many cases might 
u s e f u l l y r e q u i r e the i n d i v i d u a l t o seek services provided not 
only by the State, but by other e n t i t i e s such as n o n - p r o f i t s , 
p u r e l y v o l u n t a r y services, etc. This change i s meant t o suggest 
t h a t d e s i r a b l e l a t i t u d e and the need t o seek p r i v a t e partners i n 
t h i s e n t e r p r i s e . 

p. 21, l i n e 12, i n s e r t " i n " i n place of " w i t h " . 
This i s simply a t e c h n i c a l change f o r c l a r i t y . 



p. 41, l i n e 2-3, i n s e r t "complete the i n d i v i d u a l i z e d education 
plan" i n place of " a t t a i n a high school education ( o r the 
e q u i v a l e n t ) . " 

Under the I n d i v i d u a l s w i t h D i s a b i l i t i e s Education Act, some 
students w i t h d i s a b i l i t i e s have s t a t u t o r y coverage u n t i l age 22 
t o r e c e i v e "a f r e e and appropriate p u b l i c education" based on "an 
i n d i v i d u a l i z e d education plan." They are r e c e i v i n g t h i s coverage 
w i t h o u t regard t o whether i t i s necessary t o a t t a i n a high school 
diploma, or complete a high school education, or i t s e q u i v a l e n t . 

The c u r r e n t d r a f t adds a l i m i t a t i o n t h a t i s not based i n IDEA, 
and may create unnecessary ambiguity or an an appearance of 
un f a i r n e s s . There are r e l a t i v e l y few students who go on t o post-
18-year o l d IDEA education t o begin w i t h so t h i s change of 
phraseology w i l l not g r e a t l y impact the numbers of people who 
w i l l enjoy the extended time l i m i t . The number of s t a t e s t h a t 
provide f o r t h i s s p e c i a l education beyond the age of 22 i s also 
q u i t e a low number. [I'm informed the number i s two s t a t e s ; but 
am seeking confirming i n f o r m a t i o n ] . 

Please pass these comments on and advise me i f I can c l a r i f y any 
of t h i s , or f u r t h e r a s s i s t . Thank you. 

Attachments 
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„ m i s the custodial parent of a c h i l d -• 

• a) .born less than one year e a r l i e r , or, 

,in the case of either a Child 

^r- ^ c h i l d whose 
„ceived aid under t h i s part or a 

attained a hi,h school diploma or equivalent, horn 

„ore recently than w i t h i n the preceding 12 wee.s 

i f greater, the nunber of wee.s specified xn 

section 102,a, ,1, of the Pa.ily and Medical Leave 

,ct of 1993 establishing the period of leave to 
„̂̂ f̂-ipd following the 

Which certain employees are e n t i t l e d 

a Child, but t h i s Clause only be 

^r, i-hP t h i r d trimester of 
" ( i i ) i s ̂  woman m the cnxi.^ 

pregnancy; 
. ( i i i ) i s 60 years of age or older; 

. ,iv, i s needed i n the home because of the 

ii i n e s s or incapacity (as con£irmedJ>y ̂ â  l^l^-nsed ̂  

h , . ' P ^ y — psychologist, or mental ^ Professional 

' from a l i s t of such professionals approved for t h i s 

- r i f h . . purpose by the state, , of another me^er of the 

' f i ^ ^ ^ s U and no other appropriate household member i s 

available to provide the needed care; 



. help the participant find employment and 
effective way t help t P ^^^^^ ^^^^^^^^ 

..come — « ; ; ; ; • necessary to achieve 

Pioyment goal, taKing i n t o consideration, 
the individual s emp ym ^„,isions of section 

« of individuals to whom the pr 
i n the case of moi ^ j ^ . ^ f , 

the maximum remaining period of 
.X, apply, '̂̂ e ^^^^^^^ ̂ ^^^^ ^^^„.e, 

aid may be paid t. su^^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

t r a i n i n g , : i o ; ^ ' ' i l c - ^ " 

aTt i i^ - - -^^^^^-^^" . 
employment ,,e plan 

expected to engage, and ^^,,,,,,ars l i t e r a c y , 

„.st be reasonable „^^_,,ies for 

reemployment, w i t h i n the c o ^ n i t y 

employment (mcluo , ^^T, to the maximum 

„here the individual resides, and sha , ^^^^^^^ 

extent possible and consistent with th ^^^^ 
r.f c,uch i n d i v i d u a l . Tne emp j 

.he preferences of 

Shall also describe the c h i l d care ^^^^^ 

and assistance which the State agency w i U pr 
. . 1 ^o take f u l l advantage of the 

.o allow the individual to taKe ^^^^ ̂ ^^^^ 

a c t i v i t i e s under the progra. p e r a ^ ^^^^^^^ 

the steps the individual should taKe 
f State agency any d i f f i c u l t 

.he a t t e n t i o n of the S ,̂,̂ ,am 
indi v i d u a l i s encountering i n p a r t i c p 



.ave been completed and ^ ^ ^ ^ Z T ^ i : : : : ^ 

- - ^ ^ ^ " T : : : : : — 1 , except that no sanc^ 

""'^ I n continue under this subparagraph 
or other penalty s ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ ̂ ^^^ 

after the individual has sig individuals.-
Employability Plan for Deferred 

..e State agency a ^^^^^^^^^^^ ̂ ^^^^ ̂ ^^^^^^ 

i„ a c t i v i t i e has b employabiUty plan. 

402(a,(19,(D) shall j o i n t l y a c t i v i t i e s in 

..e Plan shall place primary emphasis on ̂ e ^^^^ 

„.ich the individual is able ... 

^•rnvided by the State/, any services provided y ' .^e program under this 
... .1 for f u l l participation in the pr g 

individual for P 

part. Plans under this paragraph are n 

^̂ HnT-ps of paragraph (2) . procedures o P ^̂ ^̂  ^^^^^^ , 

„(4) case Manager.- ine o 
r to each participant and the participant s 

case manager to ^^^^^ 

family Who w i l l be ° ,,,„,e effective 
Obtain any services which r^y be 

participation in the program^ ^^^^^^^^ 

.ess fre,uently than 
3.ate agency finds ap ro^ i^^^ .^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ 

once every 6 months, a rep 

and the individual shall conduct a review of 
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. ...al's employability plan (including ..e plan of an 
indxvxdual s emp Y ^^^^^,3^ 

. .1 to whom paragraph (3) appxi individual to wnom y 
^ t-o achieve the goals set 

v̂, ̂  beinq made to acme 
that IS being conducting the 

^„ Qhall consider, m i-ui 
ThP State agency snan ^ . 

activities under sect ^^^^^ 
. the program under this part, or 

participate in ^ J , , i s part should no 

individual required to part participate in such 
he so required and instead should partic 

i t i s concluded that there should be any 

acti v i t i e s . ,„,i.i.uars employability plan 

such Change in status, ^^^^^ 
/ Shall be revised accordingly effecti 

..iiowing the month in which ^ 

case Of an individual P " - - - " - ^ 1 , , . . 
. .t- the assessment shall specifically 

this part, the as agency's 

. , f a i l u r e to provide services to the 
been a substantial f a i l u r e c P . the 

-̂ H the employability plan, the 
. • „̂  -in accordance with the empxuy 

recipient in ,j,at 

binding, and the period during which the failu 
„„> Revision of Employability Plan.-The 

be revised as necessary following an 
employability plan may be revised 
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Education Act, for so long as " I f f J 

such individual to att«*-a->"a 

<?Ji.c^fl<J—...ill^rr „r i f sooner, u n t i l such 4l̂ -rtg-gquival°nt4- or, 

individual reaches age 22; and 

„,ii, in the case of an individual in a 

structured learning program (as defined i n 

as necessary to permit such individual to 

individual reaches age 22. 

.,B, subject to subsection ,e,, the State agency 

extend the twenty-four month l i m i t referred to in 

subsection (a,-- additional months 

. ( i , for no more than 12 addition 

i n order to allow an individual to complete high 

school (or an equivalent program of education,, so 

iong as the individual is n..ing satisfactory 

progress toward obtaining a high school diploma 

(or equivalent); 
,,ii, for no more than 24 additional months 

in order to allow an individual to complete a 

course of posfsecondary education so long as the 

individual is enrolled i n a wor.-study program, or 



Sign the individual to another WO.K position 

" ble to find unsubsidized employment 

.he individual was unable to ^^^^ 

^H»re were no Jobs available 
either because there ^^^^ because such 

individual had^the^nece^ary ^ ^^^,,,,ed 

individual i -
or iui<5/^c/rk^ '-̂ ^̂ '̂  

4 .»-/̂ TimP>nt . . environment. ^here the 
V, nreceding sentence, m sucn 

Notwithstanding the p ^^p.oyable and l i v i n g i n an 
^ ^ i-v.(= individual i s emf i 

state finds that the individual's 

area where there are Jobs ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^„ .^^^.e in 

'•̂ ^ X l s e d by a Job developer who . y 
intensive Job search suP ^ ̂ ^^^^^^^^ .̂ ^ 

re<^ire the individual to app ^^^^^^ ^.^^ 

. ., .he individual i s making a gooa 

individual Who f a i l s without good 

unsubsidized employment. An cooperate with the 

cause to apply .or appropriate i J l . o r Job 

,cb developer or ^ , . . an 
c,v,3Tl be ineligible tor 

opening, shal ^ ^ „„nths. 

assig^ent un.r th S^.e ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ 

reassess sucn 
..i^n as i t finds appropriate. 

"SEC. 49 6. FAILURE TO ^^^^ ̂ ^^^ p^^^^^ 

Actions That Constitute Failur 
. ..t-ions without good cause, 

.t-a -The following actions. 
Requirements.- me 



T H E W H I T E H O U S E 

W A S H 1 N G T O N 



QUALIFIED ALIEN STATUSES 
ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 

Background 

The Administration's Welfare Reform L e g i s l a t i o n , i n keeping w i t h 
the provisions of the proposed Health Security Act, establishes a 
uniform d e f i n i t i o n c l a r i f y i n g those groups of nonci t i z e n s who 
q u a l i f y f o r b e n e f i t s . C u r r e n t l y , there i s no uniform l i s t i n g 
which has r e s u l t e d i n v a r i a t i o n i n e l i g i b i l i t y among p u b l i c 
assistance programs. This s i t u a t i o n has r e s u l t e d i n d i f f e r e n t 
t reatment of s i m i l a r i n d i v i d u a l s , confusion, and l i t i g a t i o n 
challenges t o p o l i c y determinations. 

SSI b e n e f i t s are now a v a i l a b l e t o a l i e n s i n 17 d i f f e r e n t 
immigration categories. S i m i l a r l y complicated l i s t s of q u a l i f i e d 
a l i e n categories are used t o determine e l i g i b i l i t y f o r Medicaid 
and AFDC. The current categories also include many groups of 
persons who enter the United States i l l e g a l l y or become i l l e g a l 
a f t e r entry. 

The proposed changes reduce and c l a r i f y the number of categories 
of a l i e n s e l i g i b l e f o r p u b l i c assistance. They also focus on 
a l i e n s i n l a w f u l and long-term s t a t u s e s . While i t i s t h i s 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s goal t o welcome persons coming through l e g a l 
channels and accord them w i t h the b e n e f i t s associated w i t h t h i s 
s t a t u s , we must also prevent i l l e g a l e n t r y and reduce the 
i n c e n t i v e s f o r those who abuse our immigration system. This 
proposal achieves both of these goals. 

Aliens Q u a l i f i e d for Public Assistance 

The f o l l o w i n g groups would be considered q u a l i f i e d t o apply f o r 
SSI, Medicaid, and AFDC b e n e f i t s under the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s 
Welfare Reform l e g i s l a t i o n : 

A l i e n s Admitted as Permanent Residents These persons are 
admitted t o l i v e permanently i n the United States w i t h what are 
commonly c a l l e d "green cards." Generally, they are e l i g i b l e t o 
become c i t i z e n s a f t e r 5 years residence. For q u a l i f i c a t i o n 
purposes, t h i s group includes immediate r e l a t i v e s of U.S. c i t i z e n s 
who have pending a p p l i c a t i o n s f o r adjustment of status to l a w f u l 
permanent residents. 

Refugees and Persons Granted Asylum These persons have been 
admitted because they are f l e e i n g persecution based on race, 
r e l i g i o n , n a t i o n a l i t y , membership i n a p a r t i c u l a r s o c i a l group, or 
p o l i t i c a l opinion. Refugee status i s determined overseas, while 
asylum status i s granted to persons already i n the United States. 
A f t e r 1 year i n the United States, refugees and asylees may adjust 
t o permanent resident status. Persons granted c o n d i t i o n a l entrant 
status p r i o r t o passage of the Refugee Act of 1980 who have not 
adjusted t o permanent r e s i d e n t s t a t u s would also q u a l i f y f o r 
be n e f i t s . 



• Legalized Aliens This group includes a l i e n s who were given 
temporary resident status under the Immigration Reform and Control 
Act of 1986 based on long-term residence or q u a l i f y i n g 
a g r i c u l t u r a l work who have not yet adjusted t o permanent resident 
status. 

• Withholding of Deportation Aliens i n deportation hearings may 
be granted permission t o remain i n the United States and adjust t o 
permanent resident status upon showing t h a t t h e i r r e t u r n would 
t h r e a t e n t h e i r l i f e or freedom on account of race, r e l i g i o n , 
n a t i o n a l i t y , membership i n a p a r t i c u l a r s o c i a l group, or p o l i t i c a l 
opinion. 

• Suspension of Deportation Aliens i n deportation hearings may 
be allowed t o adjust t o permanent resident status based on long-
term continuous presence i n the United States, good moral 
character, and a f i n d i n g of extreme hardship t o the a l i e n or an 
immediate r e l a t i v e who i s a c i t i z e n or permanent resident a l i e n i f 
the a l i e n were deported. 

• C e r t a i n Other Al i e n s L a w f u l l y Ln the United States The 
complexities of immigration law and r e g u l a t i o n make i t impossible 
t o define unequivocally i n s t a t u t e a l l groups of l a w f u l a liens who 
should be considered q u a l i f i e d a l i e n s f o r the purposes of 
r e c e i v i n g b e n e f i t s . A p r o v i s i o n i s included f o r the Attorney 
General and the Secretary of Health and Human Services t o 
determine s i t u a t i o n s where immigration and p u b l i c assistance 
i n t e r e s t s are j o i n t l y served by making other l a w f u l a l i e n s 
e l i g i b l e f o r b e n e f i t s . In a few immigration statuses only a 
subset of a l i e n s would meet the c r i t e r i a f o r b e n e f i t e l i g i b i l i t y . 
As an example, the parole category i s comprised p a r t l y of persons 
who should q u a l i f y f o r b e n e f i t s because they have c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
s i m i l a r t o those of refugees. However, many other aliens i n t h i s 
category may have entered f o r s h o r t - t e r m purposes such as 
prosecution or attendance at a f u n e r a l . These persons c l e a r l y 
should not q u a l i f y . S i m i l a r l y , a handful of a l i e n s i n other 
immigration statuses not otherwise covered might q u a l i f y under 
t h i s category i f t h e i r presence i s l a w f u l and long-term. 

Aliens I n e l i g i b l e for Benefits 

C e r t a i n c a t e g o r i e s of a l i e n s now allowed access t o p u b l i c 
assistance under r e g u l a t o r y PRUCOL (permanently r e s i d i n g under 
color of law) d e f i n i t i o n s would not meet the c r i t e r i a established 
i n t h i s l e g i s l a t i o n . As noted above, one of the purposes of 
changes i n the d e f i n i t i o n of q u a l i f y i n g a l i e n s i s t o reserve 
access t o p u b l i c assistance to those a l i e n s who have demonstrated 
t h a t they f o l l o w the law and w i l l reside here as long-term l a w f u l 
residents and part of our society. 



Groups of a l i e n s who w i l l no longer be q u a l i f i e d f o r p u b l i c 
assistance include: 

• A p p l i c a n t s f o r Asylum Last February the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
announced reform of the asylum system t o ensure prompt approval of 
v a l i d asylum claims and st r o n g a c t i o n s t o deter f r a u d u l e n t 
a p p l i c a t i o n s by r e d u c i n g i n c e n t i v e s f o r asylum abuse. 
I n e l i g i b i l i t y f o r p u b l i c assistance f o r asylum applicants before 
t h e i r cases have been approved i s i n t e g r a l t o t h i s reform. 

• Extended Voluntary Departure Aliens who could not r e t u r n t o 
t h e i r country of o r i g i n because of war, n a t u r a l d i s a s t e r , or 
s i m i l a r danger were given temporary r e l i e f t o remain i n the United 
States at the d i s c r e t i o n of the Attorney General during the ear l y 
1980's. To q u a l i f y f o r t h i s s t atus, nationals of Afghanistan and 
Et h i o p i a , the only groups i n t h i s status when the category was 
e l i m i n a t e d i n 1990, must have entered the United States i n or 
before 1980. Since these a l i e n s were able t o adjust t o l a w f u l 
permanent resident status under the Immigration Reform and Control 
Act of 1986, t h i s category i s no longer necessary. 

• Aliens Present I l l e g a l l y C u r r e n t l y , undocumented migrants 
may be e l i g i b l e f o r p u b l i c assistance i f INS i s aware of t h e i r 
presence but does not contemplate enforcing t h e i r departure. This 
s i t u a t i o n u s u a l l y e x i s t s because p r i o r i t y i s given t o removing 
c r i m i n a l a l i e n s before a l i e n s whose only offense i s unl a w f u l 
presence. This change ensures t h a t u n l awful residence w i l l no 
longer be supported through public assistance programs. 

Al i e n s Who Can Regularize l i i s l x Status A few groups of 
aliens i n temporary or unlawful statuses, i n c l u d i n g those who have 
continuously resided i n the United States since 1972, those who 
have f i l e d a p p l i c a t i o n s f o r adjustment of s t a t u s , and those who 
are immediate r e l a t i v e s of l e g a l i z e d a l i e n s , are c u r r e n t l y 
q u a l i f i e d f o r some types of pu b l i c assistance. Under the proposed 
changes, these groups would no longer be q u a l i f i e d . However, 
a l i e n s i n these categories are e l i g i b l e t o apply f o r l a w f u l 
permanent resident status which would make them q u a l i f i e d under 
the uniform d e f i n i t i o n . I n some cases these a l i e n s have not 
applied f o r permanent residence and i n others, grant of the status 
i s pending. The proposed l e g i s l a t i o n , t h e r e f o r e , w i l l enable 
these persons t o q u a l i f y once they have been granted permanent 
resident status. 

I n d e f i n i t e Stay of D e p o r t a t i o n / I n d e f i n i t e Voluntary Departure 
These categories are no longer used by INS but were included i n 
the r e g u l a t o r y categories of a l i e n s q u a l i f y i n g f o r some types of 
pub l i c assistance. 


