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Restoring Benefits to Legal Immigrants
| Is the Right T ing to Do

Not lorig aftr the introduction of the Fairness for Legal lmmlgrants Act of 1999 (Moynihan,
D-NY 4nd Lievin, D-MI), legislation that would restdre basic safety net benefits to legal

unmxg 1the Los Angeles Times, New York s, and Miami Herald published editorials
(see a cheé) which support this legislation and call or swift passage by Congress.

. The Los 'Angeles Times underscores the need to ase the fiscal burden — currently being

bor e by state and local governments — of providjng critical services that were denied to legal

igrants in the 1996 welfare law. “This bill, by restoring federal cost-sharing, would
llft huge and unfair financial burden” from I tes.

I'

The! Mla i Herald urges Congress to restore eqt|$ty for tax-paying immigrants, who should

be digible for the same public assistance as native-born Americans. “We as a nation don’t
hesftate fo levy all manner of taxes on legal im igrants whon they are prospering...Wc
mu t thdn be willing to provide them help in tl}e bad times.”

w

i
) ThellE(cw York Times characterizes the treatmentiof legal immigrants under the 1996 welfare

law s unfair. “The welfare law was primarily t'ntended to move welfare recipients to

But it exacted a much harsher, unjust tpll on legal immigrants.”

1
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Treatment for Legal Immigrants

: s makes & mistake that inflicts On a related issue, Congress has not fully cor-
uqtdyue_ ) ualsand thelr famlilies, ithasa  rected the unfair tpeatment of legal tramigrants
du DDFrect ghe tnjusliea. undor the 1896 welfabe reform law. The welfare law

- tion rules adopted in 1996 con- was prjmarily (ntended to move welfare recipients

de uctive legal residents to automatic  to worf. But it exacted & rauch harsher, unjust toll
) &%edion low-level offenses they commit- on immigrants. It declared them ineliglble for

ted] D, and for which they have pald their debt many of cash and nutritional aid, éven though

to soclety.| The problem arises because Congress legal imigrants pay taxes to support safety-net

falled to draw § distinction between immigrants progratns ltke everyone else,

who campditted| murder, rape and other serious Sinpe then Congress has scaled back soe of

] deportation and those who com- the t drastic cuts to immigrant children ard the
mitted & tnor Weft or were found in possession of a disabled, but not enough. A new bill sponsored by
smll quan ‘drugs. Hundreds of longtime legal Senator Danlel Patrick Moynihan would fully re-

residents » r offenses have been abruptly store lemental Security Income assistance and
wren Ir families and sent back to their  food 8 mp benefits to all eliglble immigrants who
birth countties. ' were in this country légally prior to welfare reform,

A ocortqotivemeasure sponsored by Represent- and woJld restore 5.S.1. eligibllity to those who have
atives Barmpy F of Massachusetts and Martin come after 1958 if they become disabled. It would
Frost of : th Democrats, and Lincoln Dlaz-  also allow states to enroll immigrant children in the

Balgrt of '- a Republican, would restore judi- new Health Insurance Program and provide

clal discret due process rights that Congress Medlcal coverage to pregnant women and children
unwisely three years ago. Meanwhile, whenevdr they arrive. The cost of the Moynthan
Attorney Janet Reno should provide some proposaf would be about $2.7 billion over five years.
immedigte ellef by allowlng waivers in cases al- That is\p small price to restore basic falrness to

ready péndihg w ten the law went into effect. immigrants who are a vital part of this soclety.
: | .
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LOS ﬂGBIB TIMB

Domg nght l}y Immlgrants

m1m10¢'allmmlgrantsmde-
od "of public health care Benefits and
sarvices. .

lmcomdidmmme
ts who were in the most.. -

excluded those
after August 1998 fo

ofthewdhnxdambﬂLNow.ﬂm.
%manﬂ)-NY)mhtm-
tly to restoration of :

umentemdthe

e,%jm RS o
, &t @ cost between $3 billion

| and 4buu over five years, qbean
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of lmmlgrants in the nation.

Sacnmento has been: on lts own Eor‘

Many Americans
~ Moynihan laldlnlnt.!!:z&y hlgbm. "butle—¢
me
gummmopgwnunuedhgd
on.theﬂmndﬂcondlﬂonof&dalsmw
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. interest to see that these immigrint families
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o %d A companion
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goﬂ.m fntroduced in the House by Rep.
w«mmmmxwuom
-cratic Sen. Dianne Feinsteln, why be'nl.y
amotutemxportaneeofth!sleammontor :
&;Sg&lﬁ. has agreed to co-sponsor Moynt- -
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For California and for t.lwlegallmmlgnnts '
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T I’nfhllshed Monday, May 17, 1999, in the Miam1 Hgrald
A BENEFIT TO SOCIETY
ASSISTANCE FOR IMMIGRANTS

t !
The Iegisla?on td restore benefits is worthy of support.

H(_:poful gns (_hat antl-immigrant fever is cooling: Sen. Danlsl Patrick

Moynihen, B-N.Y;, and Rep. Sander M. Levin, D-Mich.. have fommendab!

introiuced ipgisidtion to repair gaps in the safety net that was unnecassarle ton
in the name]of weltare reform. ‘

Callad the fpirne
would reptote sli
imm raqn&. fop)

arbitfaryc
Advacates df the penefit cu‘ss painted a false picture of freelodding immigrants
who came rica to take more than to contribute. Yet stugly after study has

shown that gver the long haul, considering all ald given and p3ybacks,
immigrants §re a et plus.

iblitty for critical federal benefits to the most uinaerable legal . -
of whon‘wrrlved or turned 65 after Aug. 22 1996 --the . .
e set by Welfare-reform lagistation. |

s for Legal Immigrants Act, bilis In both Han}?e and Senate

Truth Is thatjwe a$ a nation don't hesitate to levy all manner o{ taxes on legal
immi r3 ts n they are progpering, Including Income taxas; Social Security
contdbutiond and pther payments. We must then be willling to provide them help
in the bad tirhes. The geneta! public recognizes the fundamenjal equity here. In
a recant W, Kel Pg oundation survey, an overwhelming nymber of those
polle@ — 77 gerce nationwide and 78 percent In Florida -- agreed with the
statemant ' Bincel legal Immigrants must pay the sama taxes ds the native born,
they thould have the same access to the public assistance.” !

The oyl'§llr') n-Leyin biil would permit states to offer Medicald boverage to legal

e . e e ————— AT TR

. immigra idren and preghant women, and to restore Soclal Security disabliity
bénelits for: " $lderly rejldents - regardiess of when they ¢ama to our
! shorgs. 1 a‘ wolid expand benefits for elderly and disabled {mmigrants in

n&rel hg homps, fof victims of domestic abuse and for immigrants in nead of food
.stamps. : '

b1

D This foliows thor' uccessful Immigrant-benefit restoration mehsures in 1997
{ and 1698, alpviatthg some of the mean-spirited harm done in the law.

Spongors eslimatg that the ourrent package would cost some $3 blllion across

five ybarg -< invastrriant In preventative health and falr ublic gollcy. Yo
thelr gredit, South Fiorida's U. S. Sen. Bob Graham, a Democrht, and Reps.
Lincoln Ojaz48alan and lleana Ros-Lehtinen, both Regubllqan , are

ngdr ls; legisiation. That's what the rest of Florida's bongressional

co-8
delegate shojiid d9, too.

As an, In'&mlg nt-r{h etate, we bear the burden when a disabl d senior, a
Wéha

pregnan n qr a poor &hild must go to the emergency 100 when they

should have had abcess to eariler care.
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Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
cc: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP
bee: Irene Bueno/OPD/EOP

Subject: Re: Immigrant Benefits REVISIONS *ﬁ

| think that our immigrant benefit proposal should be based on the principle that immigrants who
were eligible for benefits prior to welfare reform should be included in our expanded definition of
qualified alien with the exception of the addition of the Native Americans.

HHS is working on a chart that lays out clearly which groups we are referencing. | expect we will
get the chart on Friday. Let's discuss after we get the chart but | think that we could get both INS
and HHS to agree. We will need to explain to this to the groups but we can make an argument
that we expanded the definition of qualified alien but could not go as far as lawfully present for
policy reasons {can't cover tourist and students).

Let me know what you think.

Cynthia A. Rice

Cynthia A. Rice 05/05/99 11:23:01 AM

Record Type: Record

To: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP, Irene Bueno/OPD/EQOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP
cc:
bcc:

Subject: Re: Immigrant Benefits REVISIONS ,j

Can we all talk about these before we reply? How about tomorrow after the staff meeting?
Robert J. Pellicci

“ o,/ RobertJ.Pellicci  05/05/99 09:15:22 AM

...................................

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
cc: Janet R. Forsgren/OMB/EOP, Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP



Subject: Immigrant Benefits REVISIONS

Attached is a revised draft bill incorporating the INS changes discussed at yeaterday's conference
call. The changes are noted in bold and strikeout.

Please give me your comments on these changes as well as any other changes you may have by
5:00 p.m. tomorrow -- May 6th.

]

alienbl.50

Message Sent To:

Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP

Irene Bueno/OPD/EQOP

Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP
Diana L. Meredith/OMB/EQOP
Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP
swallace @ os.dhhs.gov @inet
tnelson @ os.dhhs.gov @inet




Jeffrey A. Farkas
05/03/99 01:48:24 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Irene Bueno/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: Re: HHS Medicaid Lawfully Residing Definition ¢

Per my voice mail, the one area that | will need to follow up on is the extent to which the groups
proposed by HHS exceed the pre-welfare reform definition of PRUCOL (as stated by HHS in the
cover letter to OMB).

i had a conversation with David Nielsen and he thought the eligibility changes would be a wash
relative to pre-welfare reform because while some groups are added (i.e., asylum applicants) others
are dropped {"in-status" aliens). INS confirmation/clarification would be useful, if possible.

David also noted that the inclusion of "temporary protected status” individuals -- a group that was
not covered under PRUCOL -- was counter to the statute that created this status in the first place
(it specifically prohibited individuals in this status from getting benefits). {'d be interested in your

thoughts (and INS's) about including this group in the restoration.

It might be useful for us to have a conversation about this before the conference call. Thanks.



Irene Bueno
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‘ 05/05/99 11:02:31 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
cc: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/ECP
bcc:

Subject: Re: Immigrant Benefits REVISIONS ﬂ
My proposal is that we go with language along the lines of:

“Qualified aliens and certain categories of lawfully present aliens as determined by the
Secretary of Health'and Human Services in consultation with the Attorney General”

This would allow for the Administration to try to get some policy consensus among the agencies on
which immigrants should receive health benefits.

Second, this solution avoids the inclusion of a long intimindating list of immigrant categories in our
legislation.

We can discuss further in the morning but these are my thoughts based on my informal discussion
with INS and Jeff Farkas.

Cynthia A. Rice

Cynthia A. Rice 05/05/99 11:23:01 AM

1
Record Type: Record

To: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP, Irene Bueno/OPD/EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP
cc:

bce:

Subject: Re: Immigrant Benefits REVISIONS ﬂ

Can we all talk about these before we reply? How about tomorrow after the staff meeting?
Robert J. Pellicci

®

“. <=7~ .~ - Robert J. Pellicci 05/05/99 09:15:22 AM

Record Type: Record



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

cc: Janet R. Forsgren/OMB/EOP, Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP
Subject: Immigrant Benefits REVISIONS

Attachec‘i is a revised draft bill incorporating the INS changes discussed at yeaterday's conference
call. The changes are noted in bold and strikeout.

|
Please give me your comments on these changes as well as any other changes you may have by

5:00 p.m. tomorrow -- May 6th.

Iij

alienbl.50
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_______ r _ Irene Bueno
== 04/26/99 12:41:22 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Robert J. Pellicci/OMB/EOP

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
Subject: HHS Medicaid/Immigrant restoration proposal

Here are my comments on the DOJ/INS comments on the HHS draft Medicaid/immmigration
restoration legislation:

1. Amending PRWORA - | believe a decision was made to amend the Social Security Act rather
than PRWORA for Committee jurisdiciton reasons and do not think we should amend PRWORA as
suggested by DOJ for that reason.

2. Lawfully residing issue - | believe we have agreement with INS and HHS to the following
language:

The Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services in consultation with the
Attorney General will clarify the groups that are to be covered by the term "lawfully
residing."

This language would replace the parathentical that currently states"(as determined pursuant to
the rules of the Immigration and Naturalization Service)" - on page 2 line 4- 5; and on page 5
lines 2-3.

3. PRUCOL/sect. 2(a)(3) - HHS thinks they need a conforming amendment to ensure that
formerly PRUCOL immigrants who are found to be lawfully residing are eligible for Medicaid
& CHIP. INS believes this section is unnecessary and does not think this section does what
HHS intends. I think this is a technical matter that should be worked out between HHS and
DOIJ/INS and have no view except that they work out this issue.

4. Section 2(f) - INS is concerned that this section directs state agencies to "disregard”
immigration laws. I agree that language as suggested by DOJ/INS should be included to
clarify that the sponsor reimubursement requirements under the INA would not apply in cases
where lawfully residing children and pregnant women receive Medicaid or CHIP.

Please let me know if you have any further questions or comments. Thanks.

Message Copied To:




Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP
Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EOP
J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP
Devorah R. Adler/OPD/EOP
Jeanne Lambrew/OPD/EQOP
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April 19, 1999 SPEG‘A\-

Note for Bob Pelliccl, OMB
From: Greg Jones, DOJ

Re: HHS draft bill on noncitizen children & pregnant women benefits

We have no objection to this proposal in concapt, as it is apparently
part of the. President's FY 2000 budget. We do question whether, in
order 1o achieve the goal of restoring Medicaid eligibility to children &
pregnant women, the proposed bill would also need to refer to section

402(b) of PRWORA, in proposed section 2(a)(1)- v

S
In particular, Section 2(a)(1) would create new subsection 42

U.S.C. § 1398d(v)(3)(C). Shouild that subsection state: "For purposes

of paragraphs (1) and (2), an individual is described In this paragraph

if the individual -- . . .

(C) would be eligible for medical assistance (or for a greater
amount of medical assistance) under the State plan under this title but
for any or all of the provisions of section 401(a). 402(b), 403, or 421 of
Public Law 104-183."7

By including a specific reference to 402(b), the law would make
clear its intention to preempt any state law that might be passed
pursuant to 402(b) that further limits Medicaid eligibility for aliens, if
that indeed is its intention.

See also staff comments from the INS, which appear to raise a
couple of very good points.

-t mem m—r— e = cma mas P LT



APR-28-1993 17:@5> OME-LRD/LWP cde J00 blao r.glsad=

OFFICE OF MANAGENMEN AND BUuUOEl
Legislative Reference Division
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Comments on Noncitizen Children & Pregnant Women Heslth Benefits Act.

STy

'.,{)

The bill inadequately defines which aliens it makes cligible for medical and child health
assistance. As writtcn, it applies 1o "lawfully residing"” slien pregnant women or childres,
which is further defined as otherwido qualifying alicus who entered the Unitcd States on
or after August 22, 1996 who are alicns mawfully residing in the United States (as
dotormrined pursuant % the rules of the Immigration and Naturalization Service)." This \/
deflnitian delcgates the entire authority to define the terms of Medicaid and CHIP

- eligibility o the INS by rulemsking. At present, the INS has no regulatory definition of

lawful residence. Ope has been proposed in &n August 4, 1998 proposed rule on

verifying eligibility for public benefits, but that rule has not been finslized, and has s two

vear statutory implementation period following final pramulgation. That approach

defines lawful residence for the purpose of verification as combining lawful prescnce as

provided in 8 CFR 103.12 with "residencs” as dsfined by sestion 101 of the [mmigration

and Nationality Act (INA) ("tbe ploce of general abode; the place of general abode of 3

petson means his principal, acrusl dwelling place in fact, withowt regerd to intent™).

At the present time, the regulatory definition of lawful presence is limited 1o Title I
Socia! Security benefits, and is an extrernely bread defmition tailored ta that speaific
purpose. It includss, for example, nonimmigrants, who may have qualified for such
benofits through their werk history in the Unitod States. Fer tho limited purpeses to
which "lawfu] rcsidence” has so far been put for purposes of welfare reform (certain
military veterans only), a definition Mar coupies a vary broad definition of lawiul
prosence with a definition of residence is acceptable pending further rulemaking defiging
lawful presence for purposcs other than Title II Secial Seeurity, but it is a questionable

basis upon which ta base majer changes 1o a program such as Medicaid, For example. it

is conceivable that students or other nonimmigrants could be considered cligible, despite

a noniramigrant status, on the basis af their lawful prosence plus a showing that their
"principal, actual dwelling place in fact, without regard fo intem" js in the United States.

INS and other ogencies Jook at "lawful presence” differently depending on the

circumstances; Tor example, different definitions pertain under gection 212 of the INA for

the purpose of edmisaibility to the United States, under INS regulations for Title 11 Social
Sceurity puspores s discussed abave (very hroad definition), and mder Burcau of

Alcohol. Tobacco and Fircarms regulations (27 CFR 178) for fireanms posscssion

(narrower definition). Decause there arc so many diffsrcnt immigration statuacs upder

the INA., and so many gray &ees in terms of “lewful" prcsence that arise a5 8 result of
spplications for, and consideration of eligibility for, immigration benefits undsr the INA,

the INS did not before September of 1995 cither have to, or find it helpful to define 1
"lawful presence” a5 a bright-line divider of alicns into two groups, and 25 aresult the / S
INS doss not hava regulations in place that clearly and satisfactorily defire "lawfinl S %
residence" for purposcs of substantive health benefit eligibility. )

In short, this bill does not provide clear guidance on the intanded group of eligible aliens.

Who, exactly, is this bill intended to benefit? Nonimmigrants? "Qualified ahens?”
PRUCOL aliens? Rather. it simply defers the question to TNS rulemaking. In addition,

.~ and cowe BTC ZnZ Y¥A of:zT 91l 68/,02/V0
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the bill, by net basing alien eli gibility on recognized inumigration statuses lmt_ier. the INA,
pleces-a sigpificant verification burden on both the E\T'S and the bmengmcy.

The purpose of section 2(2)(3) is unclear. Tt appears on its face to remove even the pre- _/

welfage reform PRUCOL limitation on Medicaid eligibility for certain aliens. Whe s

ntended 1o hamefit from this provision? It would only seemn necessary if there are child -~ -

or pregnant alicas who are wlawhully residing," but not PRUCOL, énd te whom the _ M@'f

Administration withes to provide Madicaid. Axe there? If 30, who are they? Why, ins ) M‘Hrg \)d\'\
¥ M}’f)‘

bill pitched 25 removing 8 welfare reform limitation on eligibility, is there 8 clause that

appears to expand etipibulity beyond what it was even before welfare Teform? S > }6’;

, NIV
The phrasing of section 2(f) and sirilar clauses with regpact to sponsor raimbursement &"
requiremeonts is unacceptable. A federal law should not direet 2 state to "digregard” the W \ﬂ&
INA, or any other federal statute, This creetes conflicting obligations of federal law. The 9
intention of these provisions is fine, but the drafting is not. Ifthe Administration and W

Congress want to make an exception to section 213A(®) of the INA with respect to these W
benefits, they should do so directly, rather than leaving them in place but directing states

not to obey them. The fallowing language would correct this problem: “The
requirements of secdon 213A(Db) of the Immigration and Nationality Act shall not 2pply N

with respect to bencfits under this titlo provided to a child whe is oligible for such )

bevefits because of the provisions of section 2110(b}3)(B), and 2 State child health plan
shall 80 provide.”

TOTAL P.83

TOTAL P.64



The Honorable J. Dennis Hastert
Speaker of the House

of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Speaker:

Enclosed for the consideration of the Congress is the
Administration's draft bill, the "Noncitizen Children and
Pregnant Women Health Benefits Act of 1999". The bill supports
the President's Budget for FY 2000.

The bill would amend titles XIX and XXI of the Social Security
Act to give States the option to extend benefits under Medicaid
and the Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP) to certain
lawfully residing noncitizens. The bill would permit States to
provide benefits under Medicaid, or under Medicaid and the
Children's Health Insurance Program (CHIP), to children who
entered the United States on or after August 22, 1996 and are
lawfully residing in the United States. States would also be
permitted to provide pregnancy-related Medicaid benefits to
lawfully residing pregnant aliens who entered the U.S. on or
after such date. This proposal would fill a significant gap in
health care coverage for low-income working noncitizen families
who are now denied Medicaid and CHIP eligibility under welfare
reform rules.

The bill would also permit States to disregard provisions of the
Immigration and Nationality Act that would reguire States to seek
reimbursement from sponsors for Medicaid or CHIP benefits
provided to sponsored aliens.

We urge the Congress to give the draft bill its prompt and
favorable consideration.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no
objection to the submission of this legislative proposal to the
Congress, and that its enactment would be in accord with the
program of the President.

Sincerely,

Decnna E. Shalala

Enclosure
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A BILL

To amend titles XIX and XXI of the Social Security Act to give

States the option of providing medical assistance and child
health assistance to certain aliens lawfully residing in the
United States, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled, that this Act
may be cited as tﬁe "Noncitizen Children and Pregnant Women
Health Benefits Act of 1999".

SEC. 2. STATE OPTIONS FOR COVERAGE OF LAWFULLY RESIDENT CHILDREN
AND PREGNANT WOMEN.

(a) MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY OF CHILDREN AND PREGNANT WOMEN.H
(1) DEFINITION OF LAWFULLY RESIDING CHILDREN AND
PREGNANT WOMEN.¥Section 1905 (42 U.S.C. 1396d) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subsection:
"(v) (1) The term 'lawfully residing alien child' means an
individual who#
"(A) is described in subsection (a) (1); and
"(B) is described in paragraph (3).
"(2) The term 'lawfully residing alien pregnant woman' means
an individual whol#
"(A) is described in section 1902(1) (1) (A) or
subsection (n); and
"(B) is described in paragraph (3).
"(3) For purposes of paragraphs (1) and (2), an individual

is described in this paragraph if the individuali®
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"(A) entered the United States on or after August 22,
1996;
"(B) is an alien lawfully residing in the United States
(as determined pursuant to the rules of the Immigration andl////
Naturalization Service); and
"(C) would be eligible for medical assistance (or for a
greater amount of medical assistance) under the State plan
under this title but for any or all of the provisions of
section 401(a), 403, or 421 of Public Law 104-193.".
(2) STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE MEDICAID.E
(A) CHILDREN.#
(i) CATEGORICALLY NEEDY.ESection
1902 (a) (10) (A) (ii) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a) (10) (A) (ii))
is amended$

(I) by striking "or" at the end of
subclause (XIII); and

(II) by adding after subclause (XIV) the
following new subclause:

"(XV) who is a lawfully residing alien
child (as defined in section 1905(v) (1)) but
the State may not exercise such option with
respect to a subcategory of such
individuals.".

(ii) MEDICALLY NEEDY.ﬁSection 1902 (a) (10) (C)
(42 U.S.C. 1396a(a) (10) (C)) is amended by

inserting before the comma in clause (i) (I) " (and
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such criteria may provide for eligibility of
individuals described in section 1905(v) who are
not described in subparagraph (A) (ii) (XV))".
(B) PREGNANT WOMEN.#

(i) CATEGORICALLY NEEDY.¥Section
1902 (a) (10) (A) (ii) (42 U.sS.C. 1396a(a) (10) (A) (ii))
is further amended#

(I) by inserting "or" at the end of
subclause (XV); and

(ITI) by adding after subclause (XV) the
following new subcléuse:

"(XVI) who is a lawfully residing alien
pregnant woman (as defined in section
1905(v) (2)) but medical assistance for such
an individual shall be limited to the same
amount, duration, and scope as the medical
assistance for any other individual described
in such subsection (1) (1) (A) or section
1905(n));".

(ii) MEDICALLY NEEDY.#Section 1902 (a) (10) (C)
(42 U.S.C. 1396a(a) (10) (C)) is further amended by
inserting "or (XVI)" after "subparagraph

(A) (i1) (XV)".

(3} ELIMINATION OF PRUCOL RESTRICTION WITH RESPECT TO

LAWFULLY RESIDING CHILDREN AND PREGNANT WOMEN.ﬁSeCtion

1903 (v) (1)

(42 U.S.C. 139%6b(v) (1)) is amended by inserting
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"and except with respect to individuals described in section
1905 (v) who receive medical assistance pursuant to section
1902 (a) (10) (A) (1i) (XV), 1902 (a) (10) (A) (ii) (XVI), or
1902 (a) (10) (C)" after "paragraph (2)".
(b) CHIP ELIGIBILITY OF CHILDREN.#Section 2110(b) (42 U.S.C.
139737 (b)) is amended¥

(1) in paragraph (1) (A), by inserting before the
semicolon " (including, at the option of the State, a child
described in paragraph (3) (B))"; and

(2) in paragraph (3)%

(A) by striking "SPECIAL RULE.¥" and inserting
"SPECIAL RULES.ﬁ"

(B) by designating the remainder of the text as
subparagraph (A) and indenting accordingly below the
paragraph heading;

(C) by adding the following after the subparagraph
designation " (A)": "HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE.E"; and

(D) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

"(B) ELIGIBILITY FOR CHILDREN WHO ARE ALIENS
LAWFULLY RESIDING IN THE UNITED STATES.EFor purposes of
paragraph (1) (A), a child is described in this
subparagraph if#

"(1i) the child#
"(I) entered the United States on or

after August 22, 1996;
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"(II) is an alien lawfully residing in
the United States (as determined pursuant to
the rules of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service); and
"(III) would be determined eligible for
child health assistance under this title but
for any or all of the provisions of section
401 (a), 403, or 421 of Public Law 104-193;
and
"(ii1) the State exercises the option to
provide medical assistance to the category of
individuals described in section
1902 (a) (10) (A) (i1) (XV).".
(c) PROHIBITION ON SEEKING SUPPORT FROM SPONSOR.ﬁ
(1) MEDICAID.%
(A) CHILDREN.¥Section 1902 (a) (25) (42 U.S.C.
1396a(a) (25)) is amended#
(i) by striking "and" at the end of
subparagraph (G);
(ii) by adding "and" at the end of
subparagraph (H); and
(iii) by adding after subparagraph (H) the
following new subparagraph:
"{I) that the State will disregard the
requirements of section 213A(b) of the Immigration and

Nationality Act with respect to medical assistance
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furnished on behalf of an individual who is eligible

for such assistance under the State plan because of the

provisions of clause (XV) of paragraph (10) (A) (ii) or
because of the reference to such clause in paragraph

(10) (C).".

(B) PREGNANT WOMEN.HSection 1902 (a) (25) (I) (42
U.S.C. 1396a(a) (25) (I)) is amended by inserting "or
(XVI)" after "clause (XV)".
(2) CHIP.#Section 2107 (42 U.S.C. 1397gg) is amended by
adding after subsection (e) the following new subsection:
"(f) DISREGARD OF SPONSOR REIMBURSEMENT REQUIREMENT.EA State
child health plan shall provide that the State will disregard the
requirements of section 213A(b) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act with respect to benefits under this title
provided to a child who is eligible for such benefits because of
the provisions of section 2110(b) (3) (B).".

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.%

(1) IN GENERAL.EExcept as otherwise provided, the
amendments made by this section shall become effective with
respect to calendar quarters beginning on and after October
1, 1999.

(2) PREGNANT WOMEN.¥The amendments made by subsections
(a) (2) (B) and (c) (1) (B) of this section shall become
effective with respect to calendar guarters beginning on and

after October 1, 2000.
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Comparison of Administration and Moynihan-Levin Immigrant Benefit Restoration Packages

Hing

ns

Ant

ns

Proposal Moynihan-Levin (Fairness for Legal Immigrants Act of 1999) Administration Budget
S.792/H.R. 1399
SSI and Elderly. Restores SSI eligibility for qualified immigrants who were lawfully No provision.
Related residing in the U.S. on 8/22/96 who subsequently reach age 65.
Medicaid
Disabled. Provides SSI and related Medicaid to qualified immigrants who Provides SSI and related Medicaid to qualified immigrants
enter after 8/22/96 and subsequently become blind or disabled. who enter after 8/22/96 and subsequently become blind or
disabled. '
. Exemption from 5-year ban. . 5-year ban remains in place.
. Exemption from deeming. . Exemption from deeming.
. Sponsors are liable for reimbursement. . Sponsors are liable for reimbursement unless they
experience financial hardship.
Health State option to provide Medicaid and CHIP to lawfully residing children State option to provide Medicaid and CHIP to lawfully resi
Care for regardless of date of entry (pre- & post-8/22/96). children who enter after 8/22/96.
Children . No 5-year ban, no deeming. . Ban, deeming, and sponsor-reimbursement provisig
. Sponsors are NOT liable for reimbursement. same as Moynihan-Levin.
Health State option to provide Medicaid to lawfully residing pregnant women regardlegsStfite option to provide Medicaid to lawfully residing pregn
Care for date of entry (pre- & post-8/22/96). women who enter after 8/22/96.
Pregnant . No 5-year bar, no deeming. . Ban, deeming, and sponsor-reimbursement provisiq
Women . Sponsors are NOT liable for reimbursement. same as Moynihan-Levin.
Health State option to provide Medicaid to aliens who are low-income and blind or No provision.
Care for disabled but are not receiving SSI.
Medically
Needy
Food Restores eligibility to all qualified immigrants who were lawfully residing in Restores eligibility to qualified immigrants lawfully
Stamps the U.S. on 8/22/96. residing in the U.S. on 8/22/96 who subsequently reach
age 65.
Victims of | Exempts legal immigrants suffering from domestic abuse from the 5-year ban | No provision.
Domestic on means-tested benefits, and would restore their eligibility for SSI and Food
Violence Stamps. Retains deeming.




Irene Bueno
04/19/99 10:00:14 PM

Record Type: Record

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

cc:
Subject: Medicaid/Immigrant Restoration language

| spoke with Barbara Strack of INS about their concern with the immigrant Medicaid language and
they are concerned that INS is being asked to clarify the meaning of "alien who are lawfully
residing in the US" in the latest draft of the proposal.

INS does not have a definition of lawfully residing. There is guidance on lawfully present but it is
much broader than | believe we want to go because it is includes non-immigrants (ie tourist, etc).
In addition, INS believes that HHS rather than INS should decide the list of groups of immigrants
who we want to make eligible for Medicaid and CHIP under this provision and include this list in the
proposal. | think it makes some sense that we would want the Medicaid statute to be clear who
is eligible rather than referring to the INS rules.

| also have a couple of questions and recommendations as to next steps:
1- Has a decision been made which immigrants should be eligible for Medicaid and CHIP?
2 - If not, we should ask HHS to develop the list and have a discussion about the list.

3 - After we have a list, figure out the best way to add this list to the Medicaid proposal (ie - add
the categories of the immigrants who would be covered).

Please let me know what you think are our next steps.

Thanks.

Message Sent To:

Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP
Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
Jeanne Lambrew/OPD/EOP
Devorah R. Adler/OPD/EQOP
J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP




h FAL ooy i o s e
el L W Hill Visits / Legal Imnmigrant Benefit Restorations _ L/ / I ﬁz Tﬁ’

M '\a Initial Meetings gk () 05,4 oA Hoto {szuj e

Senate: Daschle [*Kennedy, *Schumer, *Lautenberg, etc. and ranking authorizers (Moynihan
and Harkin) | - HHS, SSA, USDA - josn i of ot ~

L *Graham HHS, SSA - likely to attract bipartisan support (Graham should speak to
™ Chafee/Mack/Jeffords first) M\"\
**Chafee - HHS, SSA, USDA 5
** Jeffords - HHS, SSA .
House: Gephardt [Levin, Hispanic Caucus, Meek, etc] - HHS, SSA, USDA
Rangel - HHS, SSA, USDA
v
\PW e *Nancy Johnson - HHS, SSA
*Cardin - HHS, SSA
Dingell - HHS, SSA
Lom *Waxman - HHS, SSA
**Greenwood - HHS, SSA

Follow-Up Meetines

Senate
Finance Committee Democrats (if necessary) - HHS, SSA, USDA -4 SK
Roth - HHS, SSA, USDA

Agriculture Committee Democrats (if necessary) - HHS, SSA, USDA U’SO /\/
Lugar - USDA

House
Ways and Means Democrats (if necessary) - HHS, SSA, USDA  _ <95 /\1
Shaw - SSA

*Houghton - SSA

Foley - SSA
Commerce Democrats (if necessary) - HHS, SSA, USDA h \A %
Bilirakis - HHS, SSA
Stearns - HHS

Agriculture Democrats (Clayton) - USDA

_ (MO

Q’} Ros-Lehtinen
Diaz-Balart

* Possible sponsors of the Administration’s proposal
** Specific interest in the Medicaid restorations
Bold mdlcates primary meetings
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® J. Eric Gould 04/16/99 04:31:07 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP

cc: Irene Bueno/OPD/EQOP, Jeanne Lambrew/OPD/EOP, Eugenia Chough/OPD/EOP
Subject: Legal immigrant benefits: Hill meetings

Spoke to Janet Murgia and she agreed with our idea of trying to combine meetings. Have Daschle
put together the people he thinks need to be there and have the principal authorizers (Moynihan
and Harkin), then go to the other appropriate authorizers (Finance and Ag). On the House side, have
Gephardt put together a meeting with interested parties and meet with the authorizers separately in
groups. Possible sponsorship teams include: Cardin/Johnson or Waxman/Greenwood. Janet said
that she would come to Monday's meeting at 3:00 to help parcel out assignments to the agencies.
She will also go up to the Hill for the important meetings.
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IMMIGRANT MEDICAID/CHIP PROPOSALS
IN THE PRESIDENT’S FY 2000 BUDGET

The President’s FY 2000 Budget restores Medicaid, CHIP, SSI and Food Stamps to certain legal
immigrants. '

Prenatal Care for Immigrants

This proposal gives States the option to extend Medicaid to pregnant legal immigrants who
entered the country after August 22, 1996. Such coverage would help reduce the number of
high-risk pregnancies, ensure healthier children, and lower the cost of emergency Medicaid
deliveries. An estimated 23,000 legal immigrant women will be insured under this proposal by
FY 2004.

State Option to Cover Legal Immigrant Children under Medicaid and/or CHIP:

This proposal provides States the option to extend Medicaid and the Children’s Health Insurance
Program (CHIP) coverage to legal immigrant children who entered the country after August 22,
1996. These children lost eligibility for coverage due to changes in Federal law under welfare
reform. An estimated 55,000 legal immigrant children will be insured under this proposal by FY
2004.

Medicaid For Immigrants with Restored SSI:

This proposal would restore SSI for qualified legal immigrants, regardless of age, who entered
the country after August 22, 1996, and who become disabled at any time after they entered.
Under current law, these individuals are barred from SSI under restrictions imposed by the
welfare reform law enacted in 1996. Restoration of SSI would mean restoration of Medicaid
because their Medicaid eligibility was based on receipt of SSI. These Medicaid costs are $344
million through FY 2004.



CURRENT CHIP/MA COVERAGE FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANT
CHILDREN & PREGNANT WOMEN

QUESTION:

Under current law, does Medicaid or CHIP provide any coverage for legal immigrant
children and citizen children born to immigrant parents? What about pregnant
women?

ANSWER:

Any child or pregnant woman born in the US, or naturalized, is a US citizen and is
eligible for public programs, the same as any other citizen.

With respect to legal immigrants, including children, current law provides Medicaid
or CHIP coverage for the following categories:

> Legal immigrants who were in the US before August 22, 1996 (most at state
option),
> Legal immigrants arriving on or after August 22, 1996 after continuous

residence for 5 years (most at state option).

States must provide coverage to:
> Refugees, asylees, and certain Cuban, Haitian and Amerasian immigrants, for
their first 7 years;

> Unmarried, dependent children of veterans and active duty military.

Because MA and CHIP are federal means-tested public benefits, they cannot be
provided to immigrant children or pregnant women who entered the US after August
22, 1996, during their first 5 years here (with certain exeptions). Because of sponsor
deeming, most are likely to remain ineligible until they become citizens. As more
legal immigrants arrive every year, the numbers of uninsured children and
pregnant women will continue to grow.

States may use their own state funding to provide medical services to legal immigrant
children who arrived after August 22, 1996.

KEY INFORMATION:

Undocumented immigrants are only eligible for emergency Medicaid




CHIP/MA COVERAGE FOR IMMIGRANT CHILDREN and PREGNANT WOMEN
IN THE BUDGET

QUESTION:

How does the budget propose to expand health coverage to legal immigrant children
and pregnant women through Medicaid and Children’s Health Insurance Program

(CHIP) Assistance?
ANSWER:
> The budget gives States the option to provide Medicaid and CHIP assistance to legal

immigrant children who enter the US after August 22, 1996, during their first five
years here. This proposal will help achieve the goal of providing access to
comprehensive health care for all vulnerable children.

> In addition, it would give States the option to provide Medicaid coverage to pregnant
legal immigrants who enter the US after August 22, 1996, during their first five years
here. This would help us provide access to important prenatal and delivery services
and therefore ensure the health of all children born in the United States.

> Because these proposals are at state option, states retain flexibility in Medicaid and
CHIP program design.
KEY INFORMATION:

The proposals would eliminate:

. The “five year ban” on receipt of means-tested public benefits for CHIP and Medicaid
for “qualified alien” children and pregnant women;

. The requirement that States request reimbursement from the immigrant’s sponsor for
the cost of benefits provided; and

. The requirement to deem a sponsor’s income and assets as available to the child or
immigrant mother, thus limiting eligibility.




COST AND EXTENT OF CHIP/MA COVERAGE FOR IMMIGRANT CHILDREN
AND PREGNANT WOMEN IN THE BUDGET

QUESTION:

How much will this proposal cost? How many additional kids will it cover? How
many pregnant women?

ANSWER:

> Medicaid and CHIP coverage for children is estimated to cost $220 million for FY00
through FY04 and is expected to provide coverage for up to 55,000 additional
children.

> The Medicaid proposal for pregnant women would serve 23,000 by FY04 and cost
$105 million.

> Because the proposals are structured as state options, we can not reliably estimate the
specific impacts on states. However, the attached figures show the state-by-state
population distribution of immigrant children and women of child-bearing age (based
on March, 1998 CPS estimates).




STATE IMPACTS OF EXPANDING CHIP/MA COVERAGE FOR IMMIGRANT
CHILDREN AND PREGNANT WOMEN IN THE BUDGET

QUESTION:

What are the state impacts of the proposals? How many additional kids will it cover
in my state? How many pregnant women?

ANSWER:

> Because the proposals are structured as state options, and because of limitations in the
data, we can not reliably estimate the specific impacts on states.

> We estimate that a total of 55,000 immigrant children, and 23,000 immigrant women,
will be insured across the country under this proposal by FY 2004.

> However, the attached figures show how many immigrant children and women of
child-bearing age are living in each state (based on March, 1998 CPS estimates).

> State-specific impact will depend on which states exercise their option to cover under
their CHIP and Medicaid programs those immigrant children and women entering the
country after 8/22/96.

> In addition, the number of immigrants who become eligible in a state electing the new

option will depend on state-established income and resource eligibility criteria under
their CHIP and Medicaid programs.




RELATED BUDGET PROPOSALS TO EXPAND ACCESS TO LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

The President’s Budget extends eligibility for other vital programs, SSI and Food Stamps, to
certain legal immigrants. Since these programs are not administered by this Department I cannot
speak to these proposals in detail, but I can describe them briefly.

SSI (and associated Medicaid): The budget would restore eligibility for SSI to legal
immigrants who have been here at least 5 years and who arrived after welfare reform was
enacted and then became disabled after entry. Through their SSI eligibility, in most
states these immigrants will also be eligible for Medicaid, like others who receive SSI.
Associated Medicaid costs are $344 million through FY 04.

Food Stamps: The proposal would allow immigrants who were already in this country
when welfare reform was enacted (8/22/96) to be eligible for Food Stamps when they
become elderly. This proposal has no affect on the Medicaid budget.

Current law:

»

Most legal immigrants who entered after August 22, 1996 are denied SSI and Food
Stamps until citizenship--with important exceptions for refugees, asylees, persons whose
deportation has been withheld, veterans and active duty military, and permanent residents
who have earned 40 quarters of coverage under social security (with the further provision
that any quarter after December 31, 1996 cannot be counted if the immigrant receives any
Federal means-tested public benefit in that quarter).

The BBA restored SSI and Medicaid benefits to those legal immigrants who were
receiving SSI on August 22, 1996, and to legal immigrants who were in the country as of
that date and subsequently became disabled.



PUBLIC CHARGE CLARIFICATION

QUESTION:
What is HHS doing about the "public charge" issue and why?
ANSWER:

> The President has made very clear his commitment to ensuring access to vital
programs for all eligible individuals, including immigrants. We are concerned that
apprehensions about “public charge” may be impeding access to public health and
social services and programs such as Medicaid, CHIP and child care.

> My staff have been working closely with the INS and other agencies to clarify these
critical issues and develop guidance that meets our diverse policy objectives.

> The INS has confirmed through several letters that use of Medicaid and CHIP by the
U.S. citizen children of immigrants will not have any effect on the public charge
status of their immigrant family members.

KEY INFORMATION:

> Numerous groups, including the State of California, have contacted the Department to
contend that immigrant fears of possible “public charge” determinations have hurt
CHIP and Medicaid enrollment.

> The INS is drafting a proposed rule that explains the public charge ground of
deportation. They also plan to issue a “guidance” on the related issue of public
charge in admission and adjustment. We have been closely involved and are hopeful
the issues can be resolved in the next few months.

> Immigration law allows for persons to be denied visas if they are determined likely to
become a “public charge.” The State Department and INS have been using past
receipt of Medicaid or AFDC as indicators of this likelihood. On their own initiative,
certain officials were suggesting that, to avoid such a visa denial, individuals repay
States for past legitimate Medicaid or AFDC receipt, including for benefits received
by their citizen children. In turn, certain state agencies were making information
about such spending available to federal immigration officers in an inappropriate
manner.

> INS has informed its field offices that they may not condition a person’s visa on
repayment of past benefits.
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RESTORING SSI ELIGIBILITY FOR RECENTLY ARRIVED IMMIGRANTS
WHO BECOME BLIND OR DISABLED

Summary

The President's proposal continues the effort to reduce the unfair effects of welfare
reform restrictions on noncitizens by providing Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
eligibility to legal immigrants who are lawfully admitted to the United States after
August 22, 1996, and who are blind or disabled. Sponsor-to-immigrant deeming
would be modified to allow benefits after the immigrants have been in the United
States for 5 years. To the extent that the States provide Medicaid to SSI beneficiaries,
Medicaid also would be restored to such disabled immigrants.

Background

* The 1996 welfare reform legislation placed severe restrictions on noncitizens'
eligibility for SSI benefits. Under provisions in the "Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996," virtually all newly arrived legal
immigrants would not have been eligible for SSI, and an estimated 400,000
noncitizens who had been receiving SSI benefits would have had their benefits
stopped.

* The President viewed these cuts in immigrant eligibility as far too deep and vowed
to change them. As a result of the Administration's efforts, subsequent legislation
enacted in 1997 and 1998 restored SSI eligibility to many blind and disabled
noncitizens.

* The "Balanced Budget Act of 1997" included a provision--similar to a proposal in
the President's fiscal year 1998 budget--that continued SSI benefits for nearly
300,000 "qualified" noncitizens who were receiving SSI as of August 22, 1996 (the
date of enactment of welfare reform), and restored SSI eligibility for an estimated
75,000 individuals who were lawfully residing in the United States on that date.

* The "Noncitizens Benefit Clarification and Other Technical Amendments Act of
1998," continued the SSI eligibility of all other noncitizens who were receiving SSI
benefits on August 22, 1996, who otherwise would have lost benefits under welfare
reform. An estimated 3,400 noncitizens had their SSI benefits contitued under this
1998 law.

I of3



President’s 1999 Proposal

The President's proposal would restore SSI benefits for immigrants who are lawfully
admitted or paroled to the United States after August 22, 1996, become blind or
disabled after their entry, and live in the United States for 5 years. Immigrant
children who enter the country with a disability would be eligible for SSI if they apply
for benefits within a specified period after their entry. |

In addition, the current-law deeming of sponsors' income and resources generally
applicable until the immigrant becomes a citizen would be reduced to the S-year
period after their admission. This 5-year deeming period would run concurrently with
the general, current-law 5-year bar on immigrant eligibility for Federal benefits.

As a result of the proposal, Medicaid eligibility would be extended to immigrants
made eligible for SSI if they live in a State that provides Medicaid to SSI
beneficiaries.

The proposal also would modify the affidavit-of-support requirement under which a
sponsor is liable for reimbursement of any SSI or Medicaid assistance provided an
immigrant before he or she accumulates 40 quarters of coverage or becomes a

U.S. citizen. For disabled immigrants made eligible under the proposal, sponsors
would not be liable for reimbursement of Medicaid assistance provided the immigrants
but would remain liable for SSI benefits provided unless the sponsor experiences
financial hardship and is unable to make reimbursement as determined by the
Commissioner.

An estimated 54,000 disabled legal immigrants would become eligible for SSI by
fiscal year 2004 under the proposal.

Rationale

Immigrants play by the rules and enter the country legally. Such individuals come to
the United States with the expectation of becoming self-sufficient through work.
Under the President's proposal, SSI benefits would be provided to such immigrants if
they become blind or disabled after they enter the country in recognition of the fact
that after a serious accident or debilitating illness immigrants are no longer able to
provide for their most basic needs through work.

SSI benefits also would be provided to severely disabled children who are admitted

into the United States to be reunited with family members or, in some instances, to
receive medical treatment not available in their home countries. Under the proposal,
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for example, a child with mental retardation would be eligible for SSI when he and his
mother rejoined his father who had earlier immigrated to the United States. .Likewise,
a child who suffered severe injuries from a land mine or other military weapon could
become eligible for SSI after she has been in the United States for 5 years. SSI
benefits would be provided in recognition that these children may never be able to
work at a level allowing them to be self-sufficient.

Most of the individuals who would be covered by the proposal have sponsors who
signed legally binding affidavits of support. The proposed modification in the
deeming provision would hold the sponsor responsible for the immigrant's support
during his or her first 5 years in the country at least, while being fair to the sponsor
by recognizing that his or her financial obligation for an immigrant's basic needs and
medical care may greatly increase (and even exceed the sponsor's means) after an
immigrant becomes disabled.

The modification to the affidavit-of-support requirement for reimbursement of
assistance received would remove a potential disincentive for immigrants' seeking SSI
benefits. Immigrants may be dissuaded from filing for SSI if their sponsors would be
held liable for reimbursement for both the SSI and Medicaid benefits that they may
receive. The proposal would remove the reimbursement requirement with regard to
medical services provided under Medicaid that the immigrant is eligible for as a result
of SSI eligibility, but would hold the sponsor liable for reimbursement of cash SSI
benefits unless the sponsor suffers a hardship. That is, those sponsors who are
financially able to repay will continue to be held liable for monthly SSI cash assistance
provided sponsored immigrants under the proposal.
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Talking Points
SSI for Disabled Immigrants

The President's proposal would restore SSI eligibility for immigrants who enter the
United States after August 22, 1996, and become blind or disabled and for disabled
immigrant children who enter the country after that date. SSI eligibility for such disabled
individuals was eliminated in 1996 by welfare reform legislation.

SSI eligibility would be provided with the recognition that most immigrants intend to
work and become self-sufficient when they enter the United States, but a disabling disease
or injury can leave them unable to work and without sufficient means of support.

Benefits also would be provided to severely disabled children whose eventual prospects
for work and self-sufficiency would be minimal. '

The proposal also would revise the sponsor-to-immigrant deeming provisions, which
generally require the deeming of a sponsor's income and resources until the immigrant
earns 40 quarters or becomes a U.S. citizen. Sponsor-to-immigrant deeming would be
modified so that the deeming period would be the same as the general 5-year ban on
immigrant eligibility for public assistance benefits.

Modifying deeming recognizes that sponsors may not have the means to support a
severely disabled individual over a period of many years, while still holding sponsors
responsible for at least the immigrants' first 5 years in the United States. The 5-year
period is more restrictive than pre-welfare reform rules, when an individual could become
eligible for SSI after 3 years without consideration of their sponsors incomes and
resources.

To the extent that States provide Medicaid eligibility to SSI beneficiaries, the proposal
would restore Medicaid eligibility in those States to disabled immigrants made eligible for
SSI under the proposal.

Under the proposal, sponsors would not be held liable for the cost of Medicaid services
provided disabled immigrants, but would be held liable for reimbursement of SSI cash
assistance, except in cases-in which the sponsors suffer financial hardships.

The modification of the affidavit-of-support requirement regarding reimbursement would
remove a disincentive for potentially eligible disabled immigrants to file for SSI benefits
for fear that their impoverished sponsors could be sued for support.

An estimated 54,000 immigrants would become eligible for SSI under the proposal. The
5-year cost of the proposal to the SSI program is estimated at $585 million.



=giRie 10 ool By FY 2004 Under Budget Proposal

State Individuals
Total 54,000
Alabama 41
Alaska 54
Arizona 614
Arkansas 21
California 21,030
Colorado 427
Connecticut 327
Delaware 28
District of Columbia 63
Florida 5,124
Georgia 397
Hawaii 236
Idaho 40
lllinois 1,746
indiana 78
lowa 85
Kansas 123
Kentucky 63
Louisiana 177
Maine 45
Maryland 532
Massachusetts 1,971
Michigan 616
Minnesota 592
Mississippi 38
Missouri 150
Montana 11
Nebraska 60
Nevada 198
New Hampshire 27
New Jersey 1,643
New Mexico 269
New York 8,698
North Carolina 231
North Dakota 14
Ohio 385
Oklahoma 106
Oregon 344
Pennsylvania 846
Rhode tsland 263
South Carolina 43
South Dakota 14
Tennessee 108
Texas 4,085
Utah 106
Vermont 16
Virginia 496
Washington 1,036
West Virginia 12
Wisconsin 389
Wyoming 2

- <
Proportional distribution based on noncitizen SSI recipients in 12/98



Which immigrants would be helped by the SSI proposal in the draft bill?

Under the proposal in the draft bill, eligibility for SSI would be restored to legal
immigrants who enter the country after August 22, 1996, become blind or disabled
after the date of their entry, and have lived in the United States for 5 years. An
exception to the disabled-after-entry provision would be made for children who file
for SSI benefits before age 18, or if they have turned 18 since their entry, file for
benefits within 6 months after the expiration of the 5-year period.

Benefits would be paid to individuals aged 65 or older if they also were blind or
disabled. Immigrants could not become eligible for SSI under the proposal solely
based on their being aged 65.

Many immigrants enter the country legally and play by the rules. Sometimes they
suffer unforeseen, disabling illnesses or accidents. Generally no assistance would
be available to them under current law until they become U.S. citizens or have 10
years of work history.

These individuals and their families should not be left without a safety net solely
because they entered the country after a specified date. This proposal would
provide these immigrants with a safety net if they become victims of an unforeseen
calamity and are unable to provide for their own support.

An estimated 54,000 legal immigrants would receive benefits under this proposal
by 2004. About half of them would be aged 65 or older.



Edch year since 1996, Congress has enacted exceptions to the noncitizen restrictions
on SSI eligibility originally enacted as part of welfare reform. Why is the
Administration requesting yet another exception?

Upon signing the 1996 welfare reform legislation, President Clinton pledged to
reverse the unnecessary cuts in benefits to legal immigrants--cuts that had nothing
to do with the goal of moving people from welfare to work. Those benefits have
not yet been fully restored.

For the most part, the legislative changes that were made to welfare reform in
1997 and 1998 regarding SSI eligibility for noncitizens had to do with continuing
SSI benefits for noncitizens already on the SSI rolls and protecting the potential
SSI eligibility of noncitizens who were in the United States before the enactment of
welfare reform. . .
Now we are able to turn to restoring SSI eligibility for the recently arrived
immigrants and for those who arrive in the future, who become disabled after their
entry into the United States.

It is also appropriate now to provide SSI eligibility to immigrant children with
congenital disabilities and those who may have been injured or overcome by illness
at a young age. Such children generally immigrate to the United States under
family unification provisions of immigration law. The argument for restricting SSI
benefits so that they do not act as a magnet for immigration is not persuasive in the
context of a severely disabled child being reunited with his or her mother, father,
or siblings.



U.S. citizens may be eligible for SSI at age 65. Why doesn't the proposal in the
draft bill provide SSI eligibility to immigrants based on their being aged 65 or older?

* Providing SSI eligibility on the basis of age alone was one of many proposals
considered during development of the draft bill. It was not included for a number
of reasons, including program cost. The proposal limiting SSI benefits to disabled
or blind immigrants of any age was decided upon because it better targeted those
who would be most in need because they would be unable to work.

* Many individuals aged 65 or older could become eligible for SSI based on
disability. Current law provides SSI for individuals who were in the country prior
to August 22, 1996, if they are blind or disabled. Approximately two-thirds of the
noncitizens aged 65 or older who file for disability benefits are found to be
disabled. It is expected that this percentage of disability allowances would be
about the same for aged individuals who enter the country after August 22, 1996.



WRy does the Administration's proposal modify sponsor-to-immigrant deeming but
retain the general 5-year ban on noncitizen eligibility for SSI benefits? ‘

* During the debate on welfare reform, the Administration supported provisions for
holding sponsors more responsible for the immigrants that they sponsor and the
requirement that they sign legally enforceable affidavits of support.

* However, we recognize that in some cases, individuals who sponsor healthy
individuals with the expectation that the immigrants would be able to provide for
themselves through work, may not be able to afford supporting immigrants who
become disabled and are no longer able to work.

* The proposal would revise the sponsor-to-immigrant deeming provisions, which
generally require the deeming of a sponsor's income and resources until the
immigrant earns 40 quarters or becomes a U.S. citizen. Sponsor-to-immigrant
deeming would be modified so that the deeming period would be the same as the
general 5-year ban on immigrant eligibility for public assistance benefits.

* Modifying deeming recognizes that sponsors may not have the means to support a
severely disabled individual over a period of many years, while still holding
sponsors responsible for at least the immigrants' first 5 years in the United States.
The 5-year period is more restrictive than pre-welfare reform rules, when an
individual could become eligible for SSI after 3 years without consideration of
their sponsors incomes and resources.

* Requiring sponsors to provide support for at least the first 5 years after the
immigrants' entry into the United States in the case of immigrants who become
disabled, recognizes the sponsors' obligation while protecting the sponsor from
possible impoverishment because of medical and other increased costs associated
with supporting an individual with a disability.

* Retaining the 5-year ban and modifying the deeming requirement would allow
individuals to become eligible for SSI after they have been in the United States for
at least 5 years. Without a deeming modification, many disabled immigrants likely
would never be eligible for SSI because they would not be able to earn 40 quarters
and might not be able to pass the naturalization test. The modification to deeming
creates a safety net for disabled individuals.

* Deeming requires an administrative determination of the sponsor's income and
resources. The 5-year ban applies regardless of the amount of the sponsor's
income or resources. In this regard it is simpler to administer the 5-year ban than
deeming.



Why doesn't the Administration completely exempt sponsors from the requirement
Jor reimbursing the Agency for SSI benefits the immigrant received during the
period the affidavit of support is in effect?

Except in certain specified situations, current law requires SSA to seek
reimbursement from a sponsor for any SSI benefits provided to the immigrant he
or she sponsored during the period in which the affidavit of support is in effect
(which is generally until the immigrant earns 40 quarters or becomes a

U.S. citizen).

The proposal would exempt sponsors from the reimbursement requirement with
regard to Medicaid assistance provided to the immigrant as a result of his or her
SSI eligibility, but does not exempt the sponsor from the reimbursement
requirement with regard to the SSI benefits provided unless the sponsor has a
financial hardship. (The Commissioner of Social Security will develop policy
concerning what constitutes a "financial hardship.")

Many sponsors would not be able to afford to reimburse for expensive medical
services, but may be able to afford to reimburse, for example, the $500 a month in
SSI benefits the immigrant received.

The proposal strikes a fair balance between requiring sponsors to completely live
up to their obligations and the recognition that expenses associated with disability
may strain the finances of even well-to-do Sponsors.

The modification of the affidavit-of-support requirement regarding reimbursement
would remove a disincentive for potentially eligible disabled immigrants to file for
SSI benefits for fear that their impoverished sponsors could be sued for support.
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The Honorable Dennis J. Hastert
Speaker of the House

United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr Speaker;

Enclosed for the consideration of Congress is a draft bill "To provide assistance
under the Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, and food stamp programs to
certain qualified noncitizens who enter the United States after August 22, 1996, and
for other purposes.” Upon enactment, the bill would be cited as "[Suggestions?]"

When President Clinton signed the "Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)," he stated that the cuts in benefits to legal
immigrants went too deep and subsequently vowed to restore basic disability and
health benefits to "immigrants who came to this country legally, who work hard, pay
taxes, and obey the law." With the help of Congress, cash benefits under the
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program, food stamp benefits, and medical
assistance under Medicaid have been restored to virtually all noncitizens who were
receiving such benefits on August 22, 1996, the date of enactment of PRWORA.
Provisions in the "Balanced Budget Act of 1997." the "Agricultural Research,
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998," and the "Noncitizens Benefit
Clarification and Other Technical Amendment Act of 1998" provided protection for

vulnerable noncitizens who were lawfully residing in the country on August 22, 1996.

The draft bill would continue the President's effort of restoring basic benefits by
providing assistance to immigrants who lawfully enter the United States after August
22, 1996, and who become blind or disabled or who otherwise need assistance.

With regard to the SSI program, the bill provides SSI benefits to needy immigrants
who become blind or disabled after they enter the country. SSI benefits also would be
provided to children who enter with a disability. The immigrants' sponsors would be
held responsible for the first 5 years the immigrants are in the United States, and after
the 5 year period would continue to be liable for reimbursement of SSI benefits
provided the immigrants unless the sponsors suffer financial hardship. The proposal
recognizes that most immigrants enter the United States with the expectation of
becoming self-sufficient but that a debilitating accident or injury that prevents
continued work could leave them with no means of support. Similarly the proposal
recognizes the many children with congenital disabilities or injuries or diseases that
occurred before they turned age 18 may never be able to work at a level allowing
them to be self-sufficient. For these children, SSI benefits would not be an incentive
to immigrate to the United States. In most cases, they would be rejoining their



parents or siblings. The proposal would provide SSI benefits to an estimated 54,000
immigrants by FY 2004.

Other provisions in the bill address the need for medical assistance for immigrants.
A provision in the bill provides Medicaid coverage to individuals made eligible for
SST under the bill in those States in which SSI beneficiaries are categorically eligible
for Medicaid. Another provision would give States the option to extend Medicaid
coverage to pregnant legal immigrants who enter the country after August 22, 1996, in
order to help reduce the number of high-risk pregnancies, ensure healthier children,
and lower the cost of emergency Medicaid deliveries. An estimated 23,000 legal
immigrant women would be protected under this proposal by FY 2004. States also
would be given the option to extend Medicaid and the Children's Health insurance
Program (CHIP) coverage to legal immigrant children who enter the country after
August 22, 1996. An estimated 55,000 legal immigrant children would be covered
under this proposal by FY 2004.

[Description of food stamp proposals.]

The legislation would affect direct spending and receipts; therefore, it is subject to
the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.
The pay-as-you-go effect of this draft bill would be to . . . . [OMB to complete.]

An enclosure to this letter discusses the proposals in more detail.

We urge the Congress to give the enclosed draft bill its prompt and favorable
consideration.

We are advised by the Office of Management and Budget that there is no objection
to the submission of this draft bill to the Congress from the standpoint of the
Administration's program.

Sincerely,
Sec'y of Agriculture Sec'y of Health and Commissioner of
Human Services Social Security

Enclosures



S{lpplemental Security Income for Certain Disabled Aliens

Section _ would provide SSI and related Medicaid eligibility for two groups of
qualified aliens who are lawfully admitted to the United States after August 22, 1996,
and live in the united States for 5 years: children who become disabled and apply for
benefits before age 18 or within 6 months after their 5-year bar elapses; and all other
individuals who become disabled after their entry. While the current-law S5-year bar
on immigrant eligibility for Federal means-tested benefits would remain in effect, the
current-law provisions requiring deeming of sponsor's income and resources, and
sponsor reimbursement of benefits provided to immigrants, would be modified under
the proposal for sponsors of immigrants made eligible by the proposal.



Restoring Eligibility For Food Stamp Benefits To Legal Immigrants

* President’s FY 2000 Budget requests $10 million for FY 2000 to restore eligibility
to 15,000 legal immigrants who were here on 8-22-96, and who subsequently reach
the age of 65.

= The President pledged to reverse the unnecessary cuts in benefits to legal
immigrants that had nothing to do with the goal of moving people from
welfare to work when he signed the welfare reform law.

= This proposal is part of the ongoing commitment to make good on that
promise.

= Restoring eligibility to immigrants who were here legally at the time welfare
reform became law and who become elderly is just, and reduces the potential
for this vulnerable population of becoming nutritionally at-risk.

e PRWORA exempted only three categories of legal immigrants from the ban on food
stamp benefits:

= lawful permanent residents who could be credited with 40 qualifying quarters
of work and did not receive any Federal means-tested benefits during any of
those quarters after 12-31-96

= veterans, aliens on active duty in the Armed Forces, their spouses and
unmarried dependent children

= refugees, asylees, and those with their deportation withheld for 5 years

* Ag Research, at a cost of $818 million over five years, restored eligibility for
225,000 legal immigrants. Effective 11-1-98, the following categories became
eligibility:

= those under 18 who were here on 8-22-96
= blind or disabled individuals who were here on 8-22-96 or who became
disabled after that date

those who were here and were 65 or older on 8-22-96

Hmong refugees who were tribal members at the time they assisted our

military during the Vietnam conflict

certain Native Americans living along the Canadian and Mexican borders

refugees and asylees had their eligibility extended from 5 to 7 years

=
=
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President’s FY 2000 Budget
Restoring Eligibility For Food Stamp Benefits For Legal Immigrants
Questions And Answers

Question: Who would have eligibility restored?

Answer: Legal immigrants who were in the U.S. on August 22, 1996, who later
reached age 65 would be eligible for food stamp benefits.

Question: How many legal immigrants would be affected?

Answer: 15,000.

Question: How much does the President’s budget seek to restore eligibility?
Answer: $10 million for FY 2000.

Question: With this enactment of this propoéal, will all categories of legal immigrants
who were made ineligible by PRWORA have their eligibility restored?

Answer: No. The President’s budget builds on the restoration made in last year’s
Agriculture Research law; however, legal immigrants over 18 remain ineligible, including
parents in households with children under 18.

Question: Does the President’s budget restore other Federal benefits to legal
immigrants?

Answer: Yes. The food stamp proposal is part of a $1.3 billion package that restores

SSI to those who entered the U.S. after PRWORA was enacted, if they have been in the
country for 5 years and became disabled after entering. States would also have the option
to provide health coverage to legal immigrant children who entered after the enactment of
PRWORA. In addition, the President proposes to give States the option of providing

Medicaid coverage for pre-natal care to legal immigrant women who entered after
PRWORA was enacted.

Question: Does the President’s budget request support his Initiative For One America?

Answer: Yes. Restoring eligibility for Federal benefits is in keeping with the
“coordinated and focused strategy to advance the policies that will close the opportunity
gaps that exist for minorities in this country, and build the One America we want for all
of our nation’s children”.



COMPARISON OF LEGAL IMMIGRANT PROPOSALS

President’s Proposal

Moynihan/Levin Bill

Current Law

Medicaid Would cover all legal immigrant Same benefits as President’s proposal | Prohibits coverage for most legal
women and children even if arrived in | plus coverage extended to medically immigrants who arrived after 8/22/96
US after 8/22/96 needy disabled legal immigrants until 5 year residency requirement
met
Children’s Health | Would permit states to cover legal Same as President’s proposal Because CHIP is a “federal means-
Insurance immigrant children under CHIP if tested benefit,” 5 years of US

Program (CHIP)

they choose Medicaid option

residency is currently required for
benefits

Food Stamps Would restore food stamp eligibility Would restore food stamp eligibility Provides benefits for those with 40
to all pre-8/22/96 legal immigrants to all qualified pre-8/22/96 quarters of work, refugees, veterans,
once they reach the age of 65 immigrants and children pre-8/22/96

Ineligible : Parents of children
receiving food stamps and residents
who turned 65 after 8/22/96

SS17 Would restore eligibility for benefits Would restore eligibility for benefits Current law provides eligibility for

to immigrants who became disability
after 5 years of US residency

to disabled immigrants without 5 year
waiting period and would restore
benefits for elderly who met income
and resource standards (grants pre-
8/22/96 elderly immigrants same
status as US citizens)

pre-8/22/96 immigrants only if they
were either 1) receiving benefits as of
8/22/96 or 2) disabled after 8/22/96

Elderly immigrants are not eligible

Other Provisions

Exempts immigrants suffering from
domestic or elder abuse from 5 year
residency requirement for Medicaid
and TANF benefits and restores their
eligibility tor SSI and food stamps

[llegal immigrants suffering from
domestic abuse are currently treated
the same as legal immigrants and are
still subject to residency requirements

Costs

1.3 over 5 years

Not scored

N/A




Upon signing the 1996 welfare law, President Clinton vowed to reverse some of the unnecessary
The President and Vice President fought for three laws
continuing or restoring SSI, Medicaid, and Food Stamps to certain groups of legal immigrants. The
Balanced Budget Act (BBA) “grandfathered” eligibility for SSI and Medicaid for legal immigrants,
while the Agricultural Research Act addressed eligibility for Food Stamps. In addition, legislation
making technical corrections to benefits for legal immigrants restored SSI and Medicaid eligibility

cuts in benefits to legal immigrants.

President Clinton and Vice President Gore:
A Record of Restoring Benefits to Legal Immigrants

of certain recipients not covered under the BBA.

Balanced Budget Act of 1997 Restored Disability and Health Benefits

The BBA restored SSI and Medicaid eligibility to some legal immigrants. CBO estimated the cost
of these provisions at $11.5 billion over five years ($9.5 billion for SSI, $2 billion for Medicaid).

Briefly, the BBA:

Continued SSI and related Medicaid for legal immigrants%ng benefits on
August 22, 1996;

Allowed SSI and Medicaid benefits for legal immigrants who were here on August
22,1996 and who later become disabled;

Extended the exemption from SSI and Medicaid restrictions for refugees and asylees
from five to seven years after entry;

Classified Cuban/Haitians and Amerasians as refugees, as they were prior to 1996;
Exempted certain native Americans living along the Canadian and Mexican borders
from SSI and Medicaid restrictions.

Agricultural Research Act of 1998 Restored Food Stamp Eligibility

The Agricultural Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 restored Food
Stamp eligibility to approximately 225,000 legal immigrants at a cost of $818 million over
five years. Under the Act, the following groups became eligible for Food Stamps:

Noncitizen children under age 18 who entered by August 22, 1996;

Legal immigrants here by August 22, 1996, who were age 65 and over or disabled
on that date, or who become disabled after that date;

Refugees and asylees for seven years after entry as refugees or obtaining asylum
status in the U.S., as opposed to five years under the welfare law;

Hmong refugees; and

Certain Native Americans living along the Canadian and Mexican borders.

Technical Amendments Act of 1998 Protected Those Receiving Assistance

The Noncitizen Technical Amendments Act of 1998 ensured that individuals who were
receiving disability and health benefits when welfare reform became law were able to
continue receiving assistance, even if they were too disabled to prove their date of entry into
the U.S. This change protected an estimated 3,400 elderly and severely disabled recipients
at a cost of $41 million over five years.
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President Clinton and Vice President Gore:
Fighting for Fairness for Legal Immigrants

New Proposals in the Administration’s FY 2000 Budget

President Clinton and Vice President Gore believe that legal immigrants should have the same
opportunity, and bear the same responsibility, as other members of society. Upon signing the
1996 welfare law, the President vowed to reverse unnecessary cuts in benefits to legal
immigrants that had nothing to do with the goal of moving people from welfare to work.
Because of the Administration’s leadership, the Balanced Budget Act and the Agricultural
Research Act restored eligibility for Medicaid, SSI, and Food Stamps to hundreds of thousands
of legal immigrants. The Administration’s new FY 2000 budget would build on this progress by
restoring important disability, health, and nutrition benefits to additional categories of legal
immigrants, at a cost of $1.3 billion over five years. Vice President Gore will announce this
budget proposal at a community center in San Francisco on Monday.

Disability and Health :

The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 restored disability and health benefits to 420,000 legal
immigrants who were in this country before welfare reform became law (August 22, 1996), at an
estimated cost of $11.5 billion. The Administration’s new budget would restore eligibility for
SSI and Medicaid to legal immigrants who enter the country after that date if they have been in
the U.S. for five years and become disabled after entering the United States. This proposal

would cost approximately $930 million and assist an estimated 54,000 legal immigrants by 2004,
about half of whom would be elderly.

Nutritional Assistance

The Agricultural Research Act of 1998 provided Food Stamps for 225,000 legal immigrant
children, senior citizens, and people with disabilities who came to the United States by August
22, 1996. The Administration’s budget would extend this provision by allowing legal

immigrants in the United States on August 22, 1996 who subsequently reach age 65 to be eligible
for Food Stamps at cost of $60 million.

Childrens’ Health Care and Maternal Care for Pregnant Women

States currently can provide health coverage to immigrant children who entered the country
before August 22, 1996. The President’s FY 2000 budget would give states the option to provide
health coverage to legal immigrant children who entered the country after August 22, 1996.
Under this proposal, states could provide health coverage to those children through Medicaid or
their CHIP allotment. The proposal would cost $220 million and serve approximately 55,000
children by FY 2004. Furthermore, the budget proposes to give states the option to provide
Medicaid coverage to legal immigrant women who entered the country after August 22, 1996
and subsequently became pregnant. Such coverage would help reduce the number of high-risk
pregnancies, ensure healthier children, and lower the cost of emergency Medicaid deliveries.
This proposal would cost $105 million and serve approximately 23,000 women by FY 2004,
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22, 1996 and subsequently became pregnant. Such coverage would help reduce
the number of high-risk pregnancies, ensure healthier children, and lower the cost
of emergency Medicaid deliveries. This proposal would cost $105 million and serve

approximately 23,000 women by FY 2004.
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él Cynthia A. Rice 03/02/99 08:00:59 PM
T m

Record Type: Record

To: Irene Bueno/OPD/EQOP
cc: J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP
bee:

Subject: Re: REMINDER: Long-term Project [54

Yes -- here's what we submitted

B. Restoring Benefits to Legal Immigrants: Build on the progress already made in 1997 and
1998 by restoring additional SSI, Medicaid and Food Stamp benefits to vulnerable categories
of legal immigrants, at a cost of $1.3 billion over five years.

I. Legislative Status: Legislation similar to the Administration may be introduced by
Sen. Moynihan and Rep. Levin. No hearings pertaining to this issue are scheduled. In
the House, the Agriculture, Commerce and Ways and Means Committees will have
jurisdiction. In the Senate both the Finance and Agriculture Committees have
jurisdiction.

II. Presidential Actions: The importance of this initiative can be mentioned in
speeches concerning: welfare, legal immigration, nutritional assistance programs, kids’
health care, and disability assistance, particularly in states with large immigrant
populations (the proposal was announced by the Vice President in California). It is
important that both the immigrant groups, the public-health community, and local
elected officials are periodically reminded of the Administration’s commitment to this
issue.

III. Republican Agenda: The tide has turned on anti-immigrant sentiment and the
usual strong opposition from Republicans on this issue seems to have been replaced by
muted restraint. They are unlikely to openly oppose the package in fear of offending

Latinos and other minorities -- groups they believe they must reach out to.
Irene Bueno

#_ Irene Bueno
"~ 03/02/99 04:15:17 PM

)
Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, J. Eric Gould/OPD/EOP
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" $1,500-a-month apartment rent, not alotina

town where studio apartments go for $1,000 a
month. ) :

The demand for free food in Greenwich
grew so much last year that when Neighbor
to Neighbor’s roster of certified clients hit 85,
Greenwich opened its own food pantry in an
unmarked walk-in closet in Town Hall.

Many of those seeking food have moved

. from public assistance to low paying jobs,

gaid Elisabeth Steinberg, director of adult
and family services for Greenwich. And
while Connecticut has a relatively high cost
of living, the jobs obtained by people leaving
welfare are mostly part time, often lack
benefits and average $6.12 an hour, she said.

To accommodate people whose work
schedules conflict with the pantry hours, two
town social workers have begun making food
deliveries on their own time.

One of them, Cynthia Bowser, plled plastic
bags of groceries into the back seat of her
car on a recent morning, then circled 2
parking lot in the center of town until she
spotted a faded biack Oldsmobile parked
amid the Explorers and Lexuses. The car
belonged to Traci Camacho, 32, a mother of
three who makes $8 an hour as a baby sitter
at the Greenwich YM.CA. Her husband,
Erik, fixes elevators in New York City, but it
costs him $280 a month just to commute.

The family missed qualifying for food
stamps by a few dollars, Ms. Bowser said. So
once a week, Ms. Camacho leaves the right
front door of her car unlocked when she goes
to work, and Ms. Bowser discreetly leaves
the groceries inside. .

Perhaps the most comprehensive statisti-
cal sign of this shifting clientele came in a
survey of tens of thousands of food pantries
and soup kitchens released last year by
Second Harvest, the nation’s largest private
network of food charities and the source of
much of the food at the Greenwich pantries.
The survey found that 60 percent of the 21
million recipients of Second Harvest food in
1997 said they had sought handouts because
of a chronic food gap, and nearly 40 percent
of the households had at least one person
employed.

In contrast, when Second Harvest was
created 20 years ago, most of those seeking
food were at charity’s door for a one-time
handout, after their lives had been disrupted
by a layoff or some other emergency.

In Homestead, Fla,, on the fringe of the
Everglades southwest of Miami, crowds

~ gather once or twice a month when a local

groip, Farm Share, hands out canned goods
and unsold produce collected from nearby
farms. On a hot Wednesday morning, drawn
by fliers and newspaper ads, dozens, then
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hundreds, of people gathered at a public
park, towing collapsible shopping carts or
children’s toy wagons, many bringing folding
chairs to endure the long wait in 90 degree
heat. Some arrived hours before dawn to
claim slips of paper with numbers marking
their places in line.

Volunteers and a work crew from a nearby
prison set out half-ton bins of tomatoes and
sweet potatoes, stacks of boxed papayas, and
cases of frozen turkey breasts that stearned
in the humid air.

Kimberly Johnson, 29, a mother of three
and the wife of a cook earning $19,000 a year,
said a friend had told her about the handouts
last spring. Ms. Johnson, who recently re-

turned to college, said she was reluctant t0

go, never having relied on charity or public
aid. But after exhausting every other option,
she said, she began making the 40-minute
drive to Homestead.

«] make my own bread, 1 buy dry beans, I
stretch the budget every way I can, but 1 still

_ have to come,” she said. “I'm embarrassed

and shocked,” she added, scanning the ranks
around her. “People I know volunteer here.”

Food Stamp Drop-Off

Issues of Access
And Eligibility

At 10:30 on a recent weekday morning, a
caseworker began her standard speech to
several dozen jobless men and women at the
Hamilton Job Center, a former welfare office
in upper Manhattan.

She gave a grim description of the city’s
workfare program and the relative benefits
of even a minimum-wage job. Anyone look-
ing for immediate help with food, she told

them, was basically in the wrong place:
“This is a job center,” she said. “If you

need food, we have lots of pantries that give -

good meat, good food.”

One who was turned away was 25-year-old

Lakisha Reynolds, who had sought food
stamps and public assistance for herself and
her 3-year-old son in December, seven

months after losing a full-time jobandthena.
series of temporary jobs. In an affidavit filed .

as part of the Federal court suit against the ;

city, she-described the contents of her kitch-
en when she applied for help: “a piece of
meat, two cans of vegetables, three tanger-
ines, some hot cereal, a little rice, and some
carrots.” By the time she arrived at the food
pantry that she was sent to, it had run out of
food, she said.

The city is now formulating new pro-
cedures for the job centers, in an effort to

meet the objections the judge made as a .

result of the suit. In the interim, it has
changed the morning routine at the Hamilton
center, trading the staff speech for a video-

tape that makes no mention of emergency

food stamps. Jobless people who ask for
immediate food-aid are directed to the line
for welfare benefits, where they must dem-
onstrate their eligibility for food stamps.
New York City's welfare authorities have
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sought an extraordinarily hard line. But
across the nation, there is growing evidence
linking the huge drop in the food stamp rolls
and the growing lines at the food-charity
doors. .

Part of that drop can be attributed to the
cutoff of food stamps to legal immigrants
_that went into effect in the summer of 1997.
Surging lines at fbod charities through the
following winter eventually prompted Con-
gress to restore food stamps “or immigrant
children, the disabled and the elderly, but
hundreds of thousands of immigrants re-
main without food stamps altogether.

Many other people, like Ann McGinniss,
have lost food stamps because they now
make too much money; the limit is $1,138 in
monthly net income for a family of three. But
often, what with today’s anti-welfare cli-
mate, the deterrent is simply an unwilling-
ness to deal with the hassle or stigma, or a
lack of understanding on eligibility.

In Wisconsin’s recent welfare study, for
example, a third of former welfare recipi-
-ents incorrectly believed that having a job
‘automatically disqualified them from food
stamps. Altogether, 49 percent stopped re-
ceiving food stamps after leaving the welfare

- . rolls, many more than could be accounted for

simply by a higher income, according to the
study. And in Wisconsin, as in New York City,
people without enough food are often told to
head to a food pantry or soup kitchen.

In the wake of the study, officials in Wis-
consin say they are planning to intensity
their efforts to improve food stamp access.

, Perhaps the clearest statistical line away
from government aid-to private charity
comes from Arizona, where the drop in food
stamp use has almost precisely paralleled
the rise in demand on the state’s food chari-
ties: From March 1994 to July 1998, partici-
pation in the food stamp program declined
more than 50 percent, according to studies by
State and Federal poverty groups. In roughly
the same period of time, there was a 50
percent increase in meals distributed
through the state’s charity network.
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The Hunt for Meals
Full Refrigerators
Turn Empty Again

The statistics translate into a subculture in
which households float between work and

:welfare, food stamps and food pantries.
* Sometimes, the hunt for food can seem like a

second job.

In Newburgh, N.Y., Yolanda Baptist and
her boyfriend, Lawrence McGriff, both 30,
have a strict routine to feed themselves and
Ms. Baptist’s three children. Following a
guide distributed by a.local ministry, they
walk around town for handouts or hot meals,
visiting different charities on different days.

Mr. McGriff's last job was at a Burger
King, but he stopped working after he broke
his ankle. Ms. Baptist has been selling Avon
products, but still manages to receive wel-
fare benefits. :

On the eighth day of every month, Ms.
Baptist picks up and spends her food stamps.
Recently, after a $130 shopping trip, she
filled the refrigerator, which the day before
contained nothing except a few leftovers and
a small hunk of ham. Then she began filling a
separate freezer the family had found on the
street; they use it as a kind of savings
account, for food instead of money. By the
end of the month, .the account would be
drawn down nearly to zero again. °

In Peekskill, Ann McGinniss's life got
more difficult this month when her family
lost its Medicaid benefits because of her
income, adding medical bills to an already
tight budget. To get a little extra food, she
continues to tell the volunteers at some food
pantries that she has four children, even
though her two oldest no longer live at home,

With just $50 or $100 a month in food
stamps, she said, *‘I could make it.”” Still, ifa
life of handouts is the price of staying em-
ployed, it is worth it; anything, she added, is
better than the years she lost on welfare — a
stream of soap operas watched from the
couch, punctuated by fights with her long-
time boytriend, who has since fled to Florida
without paying child support,

'‘One way or the other,” she said, “I'm not
going back.”

' NEXT: As demand for donated food rises,
supplies are lagging.
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