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NONCITIZENS AND THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), 
enacted August 22,1996, made most noncitizens ineligible to participate in the Food Stamp 
Program. It was effective immediately for new applicants and at the next recertification for 
abeady participating noncitiacna.^ J ^

Concerned about the impact(of PROWI^on legal inopAgTants, who are in the country legally , 
and, in many cases, work and>i^-tax^the President an^ Department of A6riculfafe—/M(-U.c
(USDA) have w'orked aggressively since passage of PROWRA to insure the fairest treatment for 
all participating noncitizens.

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

The President then signed the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act (OCAA) on 
September 30, 1996, which delayed implementation of the PROWRA provisions for 
participating noncitizens until April 1,1997. Under OCAA. State agencies must redetermine 
the eligibility of all noncitizen recipients between April 1, 1997 and August 22, 1997. USDA 
provided written guidance on implementing the new law to State agencies on October 2, 
1996.

On October 18,1996, USDA provided written guidance to State agencies in implementing 
the PROWRA provision allowing legalimmigr^ts who have worked or can be credited 
with 40 quarters of qualified work in a job covered by Social Security to receive food stamps. 
USDA authorized certification pending verification for immigrants who, alone or in 
combination with parents and/or spouse, have spent sufficient time in the USA to have
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COmDinailon wun parcm^ <mu/ui iiavw ................ . ww. - — -acquired 40 quarters of coverage. These individuals need only attest to 40^^arters of ^Tahi-^\.
qualifying work at the time of application to meet the 40 quarters tester

USDA has been working closely with States, csp«ially California, to develop ways to 
manage certification periods to ensure that noncitizens can continue to participate in the Food 
Stamp Program through August 1997. Thirty-two slates continue to use the certification 

period waiver to extend benefits.

The President’s budget proposal includes a provision that would extend participation of 
certified noncitizens through the end of fiscal year 1997, thus providing them more time to 
naturalize or to achieve the needed 40 quarters of work to qualify for the program.
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IS THERE A TANF SURPLUS?

QUESTION: WiH^ projected TANF surpluses be sufficient to allow states to provide benefits to 
immigrants denied assistance pursuant to P.L. 104-193 (or, for any othV nc^ for which
additional funds may be necessary, such as work, child care, case management, etc)?

ANSWER:
0 It’s not a surplus. State TANF block grant levels are flat-lined based on state AFDC. 

JOBS, and Emergency Assistance spending during 1992-1995. Because AFDC caseloads 
have gone down, we can expect that the cost to states of AFDC-type benefit payments over 
Uie next few ^eais should be lower iliaii ihcy were in 1992-1993. However, die funds are 
needed to support the transition from welfare to work.

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

CnV
This isbecause any decrease in the total amounts states spend on direct benefits will help 
statesWord increased costs in providing training, cWld care, creating jobs in high- 
unemployment areas, and other assistance needed to support the transition from welfare to 
work. Therefore, moving recipients into the workforce will not produce short-term .savings,

O This is only the beginning of welfare reform. To fulfill the central goal of welfare lefonn 
- moving people from welfare to work - we must make sure that the tools to achieve it are 
available to States and communities. States will have to use their financial resources to 
provide supports like job training and child care necessary to move large nmnbers of single 
parents from welfare to work. And it will require unprecedented commitment from 
business, non-profit organizations, and religious institutions. That’s why the President’s 
budget includes $3.6 billion for grants, as well as expanded tax incentives, to support states, 
cities, and the private sector in creating job opportunities for the hardest to employ welfare 
recipients. In fact. Republicans and Democrats in Congress have agreed that one of the five 
priority areas of bipartisan discussion in the budget will be incentives for business to hire 
welfare recipients.

0 Cuts in assistance to legal immigrants is a cost-shift to states. Many categories of legal 
immigrants are now denied benefits under TANF, SSI, Medicaid, Food Stamps and other 
Federal means-tested programs. As the National Governors Association has said, the 
welfare reform restrictions on Federal assistance to legal immigrants is a significant cost- 
shift to states. If states divert financial resources to legal immigrants, they may not have 
sufficient resourcesj for job training and child care necessary to move large numbers of 
parents from welfare to work.

O Even under the old system, benefits are only part of the equation. The TANF block

I
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grant combined funds for AFDC benefits with JOBS funds, Emergency Assistance funds, 
and funds for administration. Although AFDC benefit expenditures have declined, funds for 
Other activities, such as Emergency Assistance, have increased substantially. Therefore, the 
effect of flat-funding TANF at 92-95 levels only provides unanticipated funds under one part 
of the equation - benefit pajments.

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

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

Why there are unanticipated fun<
level is based on its AFDC, JOBS, Em( 
FY 1992-1995. The block grant levels 
caseloads in most states have declin( 
iicAl few Ycttib as eompaicd to vt 
the old AFDC program. ^

and^^m beneftr^yments: Each state’s TANF block grant 
S, EmewnpyAssistaiice (EA) and administrative expenditures in 
levels constant over FY’s 1997-2002. Because AFDC 
:lined«cently, many states will receive larger TANF grants for the
hauWe csliiiiaie iliey would have received in Federal funds under

the old these are not “surplus” funds: The
so-called “surplus” refersTo^ds available for TANF that would not have been available under 
AFDC. Ii is important to note that TANf\c^ntans many new'Tcquireinms that will have costs for 
states to implement. These costs include/^ports and subsidies for work; increased child care; 
expanded job training and job search pTograi^; funds for second chance homes; and expanded case 

management.

Costs for Emergency Assistance, JOBS, hayrhbt declined: It is imponani to note that TANF 
combines funding for programVin additi^mro AFDC-type benefits, specifically EA, JOBS, and 

administration. The TANF block^grait may be used for activities that would have been allowable 
under all of the combined progmimNSince costs for many of the related programs have not been 
declining (and in the case of^, have actually expanded rapidly), some of the unanticipated 

caseload reduciion/AFDCfunds wH| be canceled out by increased costs for EA, JOBS, and 
administration activities.

I
The TANF block grant is flat-funded: Any additional resources should be regarded as potentially 
available only in the first years. The block grant levels for each state do not inc 
1997 through FY 2000(~How^er, over that period, required work participation rates increase from
25 to 50 percent, and required hours of work per week increase from 20 to 30. There will be 
increased child care costs ajSsociated with these TeqniTements, In addition, inflation will raise costs 
for services and may lead to increased nominal per-capita benefit costs. Finally, if there is a 

sssion, we can expect that the pool of families needing TANF assistance will increase.

Tradeoff in use of unanticipated funds: TheJTANFl)lock grant provides states with flexibility to 

ii.se innovative approaches to move piireiitafrfom welfare to work. Many of these approaches have 
additional costs. If states lise any una^cipated funds for basic support for immigrants denied 
assistance under SSI, this will reduce st^’ flexibility in implementing welfare reform, and 
potentially reduce the number otwelfare r^ipients that can move to self-sufficiency.



COST OF IMMIGRANT PROPOSALS

QUESTION:

How much does your Budget spend on giving immigrants welfare benefits?

ANSWER:

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

The President’s immigrant proposals totdf $14.6^1ion over five years FY 1998-2002, 
$4.9 billion are Medicaid costs (see attached table). The President’s budget seeks to:

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

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

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

Delay the Food Stamp ban until the end of FY 1997 ( $0.2 billion - the cost of this 
proposal is not included in the overall immigrant proposal cost since the costs are 
incurred in FY 1997). The Welfare law denies Food Stamps to most legal immigrants 
currently receiving benefits and future applicants, affecting a million immigrants. Last 
year’s Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act delayed the ban from January 1,
1997 to April 1,1997 to give immigrants in the process of naturalizing time to 
complete the process prior to having their benefits eliminated. Recognizing the effort 
that many are making to become citizens, this proposal would extend the delay to the 
endofFY 1997.



IMPLEMENTATION OF IMMIGRANT PROVISIONS

QUESTION:

What is the status of the Administration’s implementation of the immigrant provisions of the
new welfare law?

ANSWER:

► This Administration has been working since the statute was passed to implement the 
immigrant provisions in a fair and nondiscriminatory maimer.

► The immigration provisions of the new welfare law present a number of complex 
issues. We are interpreting many of the terms found in the statute and we will issue 
guidance shortly.

► Within my Department, we have been in close communication with our state partners 
to develop Medicaid guidance; to date we have already issued an update to the 
Medicaid Manual, as well as new regulations and policy letters to state Medicaid 
directors.

► In addition, the Administration on Children and Families has also issued interim 
guidance to help states implement some of the new requirements.

► We are working with the INS and DOJ to promulgate identity verification rules and the 
new affidavit of support so that we can properly enforce the new eligibility 
requirements (see the “Verification” question and answer for more details).



IMMIGRANTS WHO LOSE SSI-EFFECT ON MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY

II QUESTION:

Do immigrants who lose SSI lose Medicaid as well?

ANSWER:

Not necessarily. The question of which immigrants retain Medicaid eligibility is a 
complicated one. The welfare bill specifically cuts off SSI cash assistance to qualified 
immigrants.

Previously, receipt of SSI automatically made one eligible for Medicaid in most states. 
Therefore immigrants who lose their SSI and are not otherwise eligible for Medicaid, 
may well lose this coverage.

In states that continue to cover immigrants in their Medicaid programs, some 
immigrants who lose SSI may fit into another Medicaid state optional eligibility group 
and therefore retain Medicaid. Specifically, states which cover individuals who meet 
SSI criteria but are not receiving the assistance may cover immigrants in this category.

However, in the 14 states which do not currently offer this category of Medicaid 
assistance, immigrants who lose SSI will also lose Medicaid (see attachment). [As 
always, states could amend their plan to include this option, but coverage would be 
expanded to all individuals meeting the criteria, not just legal immigrants.]

While some of these states have a medically needy category, under current rules this 
category alone does not allow states to cover legal immigrants who will lose SSI under 
welfare reform.

We realized that these current medically needy rules pose a problem for some states 
and are exploring both administrative and legislative possibilities to give states the 
most flexibility to cover immigrants.

Of course, all states have the option to decide not to offer Medicaid to qualified 
immigrants.



14 STATES' 7 STATES^

Alabama Alabama
Arkansas Delaware
California Louisiana
Delaware Nevada
Georgia New Mexico
Kansas Texas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Nevada
New Mexico
North Carolina
Texas
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Wyoming

1. These are states that do not currently cover the optional group of “non-cash, SSI-like” 
individuals.

2. These are states that would require a legislative solution (i.e., they do not currently cover 
either the optional group of “non-cash, SSI-like” individuals, or the medically needy).



STATE AND LOCAL IMPACTS OF NEW IMMIGRANT RESTRICTIONS

QUESTION:

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

ANSWER:

► Similar to other estimates in this area, it is difficult to predict with any precision.

► However, CBO estimated total federal budget savings (through FY 2002) of nearly $24 
billion, and state and local governments will now have to decide how much of their 
own assistance they will provide to legal immigrants in order to replace this huge 
withdrawal of federal assistance.

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

► States (and localities) with large immigrant populations will be affected 
disproportionately by the new restrictions (e.g., California, New York, Texas, Florida, 
Illinois, New Jersey, and Massachusetts). See the attached state-by-state breakdowns 
of SSI recipients.

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

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



UNDERMINING WELFARE REFORM - PROTECTING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

QUESTION:

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

ANSWER:

The President and I remain firmly committed to implementing the welfare reforms 
enacted last year.

But the immigrant restrictions of the new welfare law had nothing to do with the 
central goal of welfare reform -moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This 
is not an effort to “open up” welfare reform, it is an effort to restore benefits cuts that 
were attached to welfare reform and shouldn’t have been part of the bill to begin Avith.

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



REFUGEE ELIGIBILITY EXTENSION

QUESTION:

What accounts for the high welfare utilization rates among refugees?

ANSWER:

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

► About one-half of refugees speak little or no English at arrival; only about one-tenth 
speak English fluently.

► Therefore, we believe refugees and asylees need a longer eligibility period for 
assistance than other qualified aliens because of the unique circumstances that bring 
refugees and asylees to the U.S.

► Specifically, refugees and asylees need an additional two years to address their special 
needs and to provide sufficient time to enable them to achieve stable self-support. The 
President’s Budget proposal would extend refugees’ eligibility for SSI and Medicaid 
benefits from 5 to 7 years.

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



NGA PROPOSALS AND IMMIGRANTS

QUESTION:

The Governors asked the Administration to work with them and the Congress to “meet the 
needs of aged and disabled legal immigrants who cannot naturalize,” but specifically stated we 
did not need to reopen welfare reform to do it. Why then does the Administration propose to 
reopen welfare reform and make costly changes that would give welfare to immigrants?

ANSWER:

► The Administration is committed firmly to the major reform of the AFDC program 
enacted last year.

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

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

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

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

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

► In addition, our proposal is responsive to the NGA statement that the immigrant 
provisions represent a significant cost shift to state and local governments. These 
provisions reduce the burden on states and local governments.



CUBAN/HAITIAN ENTRANTS

QUESTION:

Are Cuban/Haitian entrants eligible for assistance under the new welfare reform rules?

ANSWER:

• They are specifically eligible for the special refugee assistance programs under the 
Office of Refugee Resettlement.

• Even though Cuban/Haitian entrant status is not specifically included in the list of 
immigration categories which define who is a “qualified alien”, most entrants have 
been given parole status for a period of at least 1 year or legal permanent resident 
status which does make them qualified aliens.

• If entrants are qualified aliens, they would he treated the same as other qualified aliens 
under the state eligibility options in TANF and Medicaid (if they entered the U.S. 
before enactment of the welfare law in August 1996), or denied TANF and Medicaid 
for 5 years after entry (if they entered after enactment in August 1996).

• Under welfare reform, Cuban/Haitian entrants are not specifically exempted fi’om 
eligibility restrictions as refugees are

Background

I Under bilateral agreement between U.S. and Cuba it is estimated that about 20,000 Cubans
will be allowed to enter the U.S., the majority of whom will be parolees or legal permanent
residents (i.e., qualified aliens), with an estimated 6,000-7,000 likely to be refugees.



MAKING SPONSORS RESPONSIBLE

QUESTION; Why shouldn’t these immigrants - disabled and children -- be taken care of by the 
sponsors who agreed to take care of them?

ANSWER:

We agree that sponsors need to be held responsible and accomitable.

However, welfare reform makes most legal immigrants ineligible for [SSI and Food 
Stamp] assistance, even those who have never had sponsors or whose sponsors have died.

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

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

The new law requires all family-based, and some employment-based, immigrants to have 
legally binding affidavits of support (which will be available in May 1997).

Our proposal would exempt from these harsh new rules only those legal immigrants who 
become disabled after entry into the U.S. or legal immigrant children.

Sponsors of legal immigrants who become disabled after entry have no possible way of 
planning for the costly care that results from a severe disability.

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

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

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

Denying Medicaid to legal immigrant children whose families have fallen on hard times 
threatens the health and well-being of an extremely vulnerable population, and likely 
leads to more costly health care in the future.
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WHY NOr 
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Why noi just establish a block grant to the States to assist them in 

services to those noncitizens who lose SSI?
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WHY NO'i 
Ail. I'LDl-RLY

Why didn't the Administration request reinstatement of elicibiliiv for all elderly

The Administration proposal targets the most vulnerable legal immigrants affcciccl l>y 
welfare reform—disabled adults and children—and reinstates their SSI and Medicaid 
eligibility.

These two vulnerable groups are unable to work through no fault of tlieir o

The welfare reform provisions denying assistance to legal immigrant childr :n and iliost-
who became disabled after their entry into the U.S. were never part of the 
welfare reform, which is to move people from welfare to work.

nonciri/ons?

ivn,

eal goal of

• Within the context of balancing the federal budget by FY 2002, die Admini siraiion i> 
seeking to restore assistance only for the most vulnerable legal immigrants

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

• The Administration did not propose to ban SSI eligibility for all aged norici izcos as pan of 
welfare reform. Originally, the Administration propos^ to exempt from t ie general liaii 
on SSI eligibility those noncitizens who were over age 75. However, becai se of budget 
concerns, the first priority became protecting noncitizen disabled adults ant diildi eii.

• 'rhe Administration's proposal does not include SSI eligibility for all elderl;' nonciiizcns 
because it is the general view that individuals who decide to spon-sor aged i nrnigraiii.s know 
that, when they sign the affidavit of support, it is unlikely that these nonciti tens will be able 
to suppon themselves and that there may be age-related health expenses ilu i ihcy will be 
responsible for. The sponsor should not be relieved of this responsibility s mply because 
the immigrant is age 65 or older.

• It is estimated that approximately two-third of the noncitizens who arc rccc 
benefits because they are aged 65 can qualify on the basis of disability.

ving .S.SI
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IMMIGRANTS WHO LOSE SSI-EFFECT ON MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY

QUESTION:

Do immigrants who lose SSI lose Medicaid as well?

ANSWER:

► Not necessarily. The question of which immigrants retain Medicaid eligibility is a 
complicated one. The welfare bill specifically cuts off SSI cash assistance to qualified 
immigrants.

► Previously, receipt of SSI automatically made one eligible for Medieaid in most states. 
Therefore immigrants who lose their SSI and are not otherwise eligible for Medicaid, 
may well lose this coverage.

► In states that continue to cover immigrants in their Medicaid programs, some 
immigrants who lose SSI may fit into another Medicaid state optional eligibility group 
and therefore retain Medicaid. Specifically, states which cover individuals who meet 
SSI criteria but are not receiving the assistance may cover immigrants in this category.

► However, in the 14 states which do not currently offer this category of Medicaid 
assistance, immigrants who lose SSI will also lose Medicaid (see attachment). [As 
always, states could amend their plan to include this option, but coverage would be 
expanded to all individuals meeting the criteria, not just legal immigrants.]

► While some of these states have a medically needy category, under current rules this 
category alone does not allow states to cover legal immigrants who will lose SSI under 
welfare reform.

► We realized that these current medically needy rules pose a problem for some states 
and are exploring both administrative and legislative possibilities to give states the 
most flexibility to cover immigrants.

► Of course, all states have the option to decide not to offer Medicaid to qualified 
immigrants.



14 STATES' TJSTATES^

Alabama Alabama
Arkansas Delaware
California Louisiana
Delaware Nevada
Georgia New Mexico
Kansas Texas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Nevada
New Mexico
North Carolina
Texas
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Wyoming

1. These are states that do not currently cover the optional group of “non-cash, SSI-like’ 
individuals.

2. These are states that would require a legislative solution (i.e., they do not currently cover 
either the optional group of “non-cash, SSI-like” individuals, or the medically needy).
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PROTECTION OF 
DISABLED IMMIGRANTS

Without changes in the recently enacted welfare reform law. no other means ino.mo suppoi i 
will be available to:

• legal immigrants who become blind or disabled after cniry,

• disabled legal immigrants whose sponsors have died or ceased ti> ^ij[)[>nri diem.

• disabled noncitizens for whom a sponsor was not required; and

• federally funded health care assisunce would become unavailablc

-- Seven states have no provisions in their State plans for con 
coverage for noncitizens who lose their SSI. In these state: 
recipients who lose their SSI will also be without any help 

expenses.

The proposal in the President’s FY 1998 budget would
r

• make exceptions to the restrictions in the SSI and Medicaid progr iins t«ir ccnaiii 
noncitize'ns who become blind or disabled after their entry into tin United .Siaio, 
and

• allow SSI and Medicaid eligibility for immigrant children on the jjame basis as 
citizen children.

The welfare reform provisions will affect large numbers of noncitizens currerrly rccciviii);:

toi many.

:inued Medicaid 
. disablctl 
or medical

benefits. The President’s proposal will permit reinstatement of many of those 
affected,

• The Congressional Budget Office estimated that the welfare refor 
reduce the numbers of legal immigrants who receive SSI heiiefus 
500,000.

adversely

n changes will 
by aboil I

es will icsiih in a• The Social Security Administration has estimated that those chanj t
lose of benefits to approximately 434,000 immigrants. ]

• The President's proposals would reinstate SSI eligibility for appi|ximaiely 312,(HI0

disabled adult immigrants.

Between February 1 and March 31, approximately 900,000 SSI recipients wi 
that they are at risk of losing their benefits unless they can show that they art 
one of the narrow exceptions apply.

I receive imiiccs 
clti/ens or ihai \
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If the President's proposals are not adopted all legal immigrants determined 
eligible will lose their SSI benefits in August and September of this year.

Denying SSI eligibility to aged and disabled legal immigrants has nothing to d 
reform. Barring from programs available to all other taxpayers those immign 
by the rules and entered the country according to our laws is unfair and shorts 
on cash assistance to legal resident is too harsh on those legal immigrants wli 
support themselves because of disabilities.

1C no longer

will) wellaie 
ms who ()l;iveJ 

sighU'il. rile h:ti 
j can no longer

Backcround-

The Supplemental Security Income program (SSI) is a federal cash assistance 
average SSI grant of $432 per month to non citizens is approximately 70% ol 
level. These benefits are to provide basic needs such as fotxl, shelter, and clot|i 
disabled, blind, and elderly individuals.

irognnii. I'lic 
ihc jioveny 
Ini’ U) pool

pcmiaiH-iii

children; ;iiul

s in the couiiiiy

• The welfare reform bill banned from SSI individuals admitted for lawful 
residence witli tWo exceptions;

1. military service personnel, veterans, and their spouses and dependent

2. individuals who can be credited with forty quarters of work.

The welfare reform bill denied Medicaid to immigrants for their first five yea 
and after the ban would deem the sponsor's income to the immigrant.

The Problem-

• Without SSI, those immigrants who become disabled or blind after entry imo tlic IIniied 
Stales may not have sufficient resources to meet even their basic needs.

til hForty-four percent of immigrants entering the country are pot required 
sponsors. This includes refugees, asylees, and individuals brouglit in util 
employment-based preferences by corporations For those who do hav( 
sponsor promises to take financial responsibility for the noncitizen. The 
makes a commitment of financial support for the immigrant based on thi 
the noncitizen will eventually become self-supporting through his/her o' 
the case of children, after they reach adulthood). However, il the none: 
work after an accident or serious illness, the sponsor's financial obligarii 
increases, not only to include the costs of food, shelter, and clothing but 
additional costs relating to the disability.

• For some of those disabled who will lose SSI this summer, their sponso 
may no longer be able to support them. These disabled will have no o 
support. Those disabled noncitizens for whom a sponsor was not requi 
themselves with no other means of support.

iivc itidividual 
icr
a sponsor iliai 
spons*>r lypically 
cxpoctaiiiMi dial 
n work clYorts (in 
i/cn is unable to 

'll! greaily 
also any

ituiy have died or 
lllct n leans of 

ed would alsi> find

■.
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Many of these noncitizens are now elderly and reside in nursing homes or 
facilities. Without SSI cash assistance these disabled and blind noncitizenii 
eviction from their assisted living arrangements. About 39,000 noncitizei .s 
homes and about 209,000 have difficulties with the activitie.s of daily livirg

Of the 803,000 noncitizens receiving SSI in October 1996. about 69 peua in or 518. 290 
were over 65. About 28 percent or 227, 360 were over 75 years old. Ai4hii 7,750 wac 

children.

Without SSI these legal immigrants have received from the Federal gover imem. Staic and 
local jurisdictions and private charities will become the prime source of a sistance m 
ensure they are able to meet their most basic needs.

hoard-aiul care 
may lace 

,s arc ill iiiiisiiig

The Solution--

The Administration’s proposal would remove the barrier to SSI eligibility toi 1?. 
who became blind or disabled after entry, in recognition of the fact that they c 
their own support through work.

gal immi.gi;iiiis. 
nmol piovkle lor
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EXTENDING ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEES

As a nation immigrants, this country has a long-standing policy to wclcon|: 
refugees and asylecs who are fleeing persecution in their home countries 
resettle in their new homes.

The welfare reform law undermines this policy by denying SSI henelits a 
eligibility for Medicaid to be optional rather than guaranteed to needy rel'u 
after tlie five year exemption period has expired. Under the wellare refor 
and asylees are exempt from the immigrant restrictions for the fir.-ii .5 year 
the U.S.

Refugees and asylees need a longer eligibility period for assistance than i>t 
immigrants because of the circumstances that bring refugees and asylees 
Refugees and asylees come to the U.S. with a history of persecution in theji 
origin. These individuals frequently experience greater difficulties putting 
together and becoming self-supporting than other legal immigrants. Abou 
refugees speak little or no English at arrival; only about one-tenth speak H

to (his comiuy 
d i«> help tliciii

allowiiii', 
gees ;iiul .tsylccs 
[i law, iefup,s‘cs 
(hat thev are in

icr legal 
I rliis coumry. 
r eountrics nl 
iheir lives 
one halt ol 

iiglish fliisMiily.

Few refugees arrive with any financial assets that can be used for sdt'-suppon. Rl-Uu’.lx-s 
also do not have sponsors who have agreed to take care of them.

Elderly refugees are a particularly vulnerable group. During the past 5 >( a 
FY 1992 through FY 1996, 51,865 refugees aged 65 or older have reseith d 
Further, an estimated 88 percent of these refugees receive SSI.^ Of thest:,
11,200 will complete their fifth year of residence in the U.S. over ilie nc.< 
no longer will be eligible for SSI and. in some States, for Medicaid. The 
especially acute in New York and California which together represent 56 fK-iccm »>! ihc 
“over 5-year” population of elderly refugees.

Of the estimated 11,200 elderly refugees who will lose their SSI eligibiliid iu the next 12 
montlis, 6.600 afe aged 65-74, and 4.600 are aged 75 or older. An e.stimited two iliiids 

(7,400) of the 11,200 are severely disabled.

Although naturalization is an option for these refugees after 5 years in the 
elderly are not able to acquire sufficient English language capability in thi 
to pass the tests for citizenship.

In refugee communities, the pending loss of SSI and Medicaid and the int 
naniralized citizens is a major concern. Elderly refugees are terrified that 
destitute and homeless. There have been already some instances of suicic^- 
refogees due to the prospect of loss of benefits. The proposed extension 
from 5 to 7 years would alleviate current hardships while providing elderjy 
extra 2 years to learn English well enough to naturalize

* Refugee Arrival Data: source Office of Refugee Reseulemem (ORR).
* Annual Refugee Household Survey: source ORR.

rs l'n»m 
In the U.S'. 

approxiiniiidy 
12 intinihs and 

iiobloiu,'^ arc

U.S., most 
S pci iotl ul lime

j bilily to become 
they will he IcK 
among elderly 

I if eligibllily 
lelugccs an



EXTENDING SSI ELIGIBILITY FOR 
CERTAIN LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

When President Clinton signed the welfare reform legislation into law, he said-

"We should not be punishing people who are working for a living already; we should do 
everything we can do to lift them up and keep them at work and help them support 
their children. We also believe that the Congressional leadership insisted on cuts in 
programs for legal immigrants that are far too deep."

He continued that message in the State of the Union saying—

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

The National Governors Association’s position is that-

cuts in benefits to legal immigrants are too harsh and need to be addressed, and

it agrees with the Administration's proposal to exempt disabled immigrants, including the 
elderly disabled, from the SSI and Medicaid bans established in welfare reform.

Denying SSI eligibility U) iged am disabled legal immigrants has nothing to do with 
welfare reform. Barring^'ftem'pfograms available to all other taxpayers those immigrants 

who played by the rules and entered the country according to our laws is unfair and 
shortsighted. The bar on cash assistance to legal residents is too harsh on those legal 
immigrants who can no longer support themselves because of disabilities.

The President's proposal addresses these concerns by- .

making exceptions to the restrictions in the SSI and Medicaid programs for certain 
noncitizens who become blind or disabled after their entry into the United States and 
allow SSI and Medicaid eligibility for immigrant children on the same basis as citizen 
children.

extending the 5-year eligibility limit to 7 years for refugees, asylees, and noncitizens who 
have had their deportation withheld.



If the President's proposals are not adopted all legal immigrants determined to be no 
longer eligible will lose their SSI benefits in August and September of this year. This 
means that no other means of support will be available to

legal immigrants who become blind or disabled after entry,

disabled legal immigrants whose sponsors have died or ceased to support them, or

disabled noncitizens for whom a sponsor was not required.

Health Care Implications:

Currently, seven states have no provisions in their State plans for continued Medicaid 
coverage for noncitizens who lose their SSI. In those states, disabled recipients who 
lose their SSI will also be without any help for medical expenses.

Numbers of Noncitizens Affected:

The Congressional Budget Office estimates that the welfare reform changes will remove 
about 500,000 noncitizens from the SSI rolls. The Social Security Administration 
estimates that approximately 430,000 noncitizens will lose eligibility.

The President’s proposal would permit reinstatement of approximately 320,000 of these 
noncitizens to the SSI rolls.

Between February 1 and March 31, approximately 900,000 SSI recipients will receive 
notices that they are at risk of losing their benefits unless than can show that they are 
citizens o that one of the narrow exceptions apply.
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TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY DRAFT
Restoring fair treatment of legal immigrants is a priority of this Administration. The 
welfare reform law drastically cuts benefits to low-income legal immigrants-many of 
them children, elderly, and people with disabilities who are unable to work through no 
fault of their own. These provisions have nothing to do with the real goal of welfare 
reform, which is to move people from welfare to work. Rather, they were cuts in Federal 
support to vulnerable populations that were added to welfare reform to save money. The 

(Gmmig^t cuts represented nearly one-half of the budget savings under welfare retom^^^ 7

The President’s budget proposal ^^wgood^ his promise to correct the harsh 

immigrant provisions that burden State and local governments and punish children and 
the disabled who cannot work. Legal immigrants bear the same responsibilities and 
should have the same opportunities as other members of our society. The welfare law 
denies most legalimmigrants access to fundamental safety net programs unlessjhey__ 
become citi2ens--even though they are in the U.S. legally,^afTworking ahcTpaying tax^is^ 
and are responsible members of our communities. ^

The President’s budget proposes to restore Medicaid and Supplemental Security Income , / // / 
(SSI) to legal immigrants who are either children or have become disabled after they 
entered the country. This country should support and protect legal immigrants and their 
families—people a^itted as permanent members of the .American community-when 

/ fETey su^r accidents o^cripplin^illnesses that prevent them from earning a living,
Similarly, the country should provide Medicaid to legal immigrant children if their 
families are impoverished. The Administration also proposes to delay the ban on Food 
Stamps for legal immigrants from April 1997 until the end of September 1997 to provide 
time for immigrants who are in the process of naturalizing to complete the process.

Finally, the budget proposes to extend the SSI and Medicaid eligibility period for 
refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years. These are people who come to this country 
because they are fleeing religious, political, or other persecution in tlieir home country. 
Consequently, these immigrants frequently experience greater difficulties becoming fully 
self-sufficient and U.S. policy should be sensitive to their special needs. Ihe longer 
exemption period would also provide refugees a more reasonable period in which to 
become naturalized citizens.

A
■A

In January 1997, the National Governors Association, a bipartisan €roPirt5ftjovemorsr\? 
agreed that the legal immigrant provisions of the welfare law represent a substantial cost 
.^ft to states and unfair treatment of vuberable legal immigrants, and will divert 
manciafresources from job training and child care service^ which are necessary to move 

people from welfare to work. The NGA passed a resolution asking Congress and the 
President to work together to find a fair solution for both states and vulnerable legal 
immigrants without reopening the welfare reform debate.

The President’s proposal addresses the concerns of Governors and local government 
officials by restoring benefits to those who caimot work-panicularly the children and the 
disabled - without reopening the welfare reform law.
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The welfare reform law denies Medicaid to nearly all legal immigrants who enter the country 
after August 22, 1996 for a period of 5 years, and allows states to deny Medicaid to immigrants 
already in the country. States can continue denying assistance to legal immigrants who enter the 7 
country after August 22, 1996 after the 5 year ban has expired, and they must implement new 
sponsor-to-alien deeming rules for immigrants entering under new, legally binding affidavits of 
support which are expected to be announced in March 1997. Tn addition, non-citizen SSll \oOiir&lJU 

recipients are at risk of losing not only their SSI but also Medicaid benefits in some states J

As a result, the current welfare reform law denies Medicaid services to legal immigrants who fall 
on hard times, become seriously ill, or have an accident and become disabled. It also denies 
preventive services under Medicaid to legal immigrant children, potentially leading to more 
costly health problerhs in the future. This policy threatens the health and well-being of the most 
vulnerable populations-children and the disabled.

The President proposes to amend these overly broad restrictions to protect Medicaid coverage of 
immigrants who beebme disabled after entry and immigrant children. The President’s budget 
would ensure that immigrant children and immigrants who become disabled after they enter the 
country-two groups of legal immigrants who are the most vulnerable and who camiot work their 
way out of need—retain access to vital assistance. These two groups would be exempt from the 
Medicaid eligibility ban, the state option to deny coverage, and the new deeming and sponsor 
liability rules.

These proposals do not undermine or “reopen” welfare reform. These provisions have nothing to 
do with the central goal of welfare reform; moving people from welfare to work. Instead these 
proposals protect access to health care for vulnerable individuals who are permanent members of 
this nation’s communities, and many of whom do not have sponsors and cannot work.

Recent sponsorship data indicate that 44 percent of legal immigrants in 1994 did not have 
sponsors at all, and therefore have no one to turn to for private assistance.

Even when an immigrant has a sponsor, these sponsors are like other American families and 
cannot possibly absorb the costly medical expenses facing their relatives and dependents who 
become disabled or Seriously ill. Indeed, for precisely this reason, the SSI program long 
exempted immigrants who became disabled after their entry into the U.S. from sponsor / 
deeming requirements (The Medicaid program has never before deemed sponsor income in7 

determining eligibility). y

Under the President’s proposal, approximate\£l95,^^^dividuals will have their Medicaid 
eligibility restored iii FY 1998 at a (federal) M^icardTwst of^^4/fb|llion over 5 years.

In addition, approximately 30,000 non-disabled children will receive vital health care through 
Medicaid in FY 1998, at an estimated federal cost of $160 million over 5 years. These funds 
will cover the Medicaid benefit package, including ongoing assistance for children suffering 
from chronic asthma, screening for developmental disabilities, and well-child and preventive 
care to prevent the need for intensive and costly care in the fumre.
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EXTENDING ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEES draft

As a nation of immigrants, this country has a long-standing policy to welcome to this country 
refugees and asylees who are fleeing persecution in their home country and to help them 

resettle in their new home.

The welfare reform law undermines this policy by denying SSI benefits and allowing eligibility 
for Medicaid to be optional rather than guaranteed to needy refugees and asylees after the five 
year exemption period has expired. Under the welfare reform law, refugee and asylees are 
exempt from the immigrant restrictions for the first five years that they are in the U.S.

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

Few refugees arrive with any financial assets that can be used for self-support. Refugees also 
do not have sponsors who have agreed to take care of them.

Elderly refugees are a particularly vulnerable group. During the past 5 years from FY 1992 - 
FY 1996, 51,865 refogees over 65 years of age have resettled in the U.S. (ORR Refugee Arrival 
Data). An estimated 88 percent rprAivo SSI (ORR Annual Refugee
Household Survey). Of these, approximately 11,020 will complete their fifth year of residence 
in the U.S. over the next 12 months and will no longer be eligible for SSI and, in some states, 
Medicaid. The problems are especially acute in New York and California, which together 
represent 54 percent of the “over 5-yeaf’ population of refugee elderly.

Although naturalization is an option for these refugee's after 5 years in the U.S., most elderly are 
not able to acquire sufficient English language capability in this period of time to pass the tests 

for citizenship.

In refugee communities, the pending loss of SSI and Medicaid and the inability to become 
naturalized citizens is a major concern. Elderly refugees are terrified that they will be left 
destitute and homeless. There have already been some instances of suicide among elderly 
refugees due to the prospect of loss of benefits. The proposed extension of eligibility from 5 to 
7 years would alleviate current hardships while providing elderly refugees an extra 2 years to 
learn English well enough to naturalize. V
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Fact Sheet ”1
Proposals in the President's FY 1998 Budget \

Affecting Supplemental Security Income (SSI) Eligibility Rules for 

Certain Legal Immigrants

When President Clinton signed the welfare reform legislation into law, he said that 
"Wc should not be punishing people who are working for a living already; wc should do 
everything we can do to lift them up and keep them at work and help them support their children. 
Wc also believe that the Congressional leadership insisted on cuts in programs for legal 
immigrants that are far too deep."

He conttnued that message in the State of the Union where he said." ...we must join together to do 
something else, too. something both Republican and Democratic governors have ^ked us to do. to 
restore basic health and disability benefits when misfortune strikes immignmts who came to this
country legally, who work hard, pay . • r- • ,
taxes and obey the law. *To do otherwise is simply unworthy of a great nation of immigrants.

The Governors are on record as recognizing that the cuts in benefits to legal immigrants are too 
harsh and need to be addressed. Their final position is in agreement with the Administration s 
proposal to exempt disabled immigrants, including the elderly disabled. Irom the SSI and 

Medicaid bans established in welfare reform.

Without a change in Che law, no other means of support will be available to: legal immig^ts who
become blind or disabled after entry, disabled legal immigrants whose sponsors have di^ or 

» a a.1___ JL- finr u/^nm 9 fioonsor WAS iiot rcciuircu. L-^urrci

’1 WHO lose Xneu 301. m uivo
' help for medical expensfes.

The proposal in the President's FY 1998 budget would make cxcepuons to the restrictions in the 
SSI and Medicaid programs for certain noncitizens who become blind or disabled after their entry 
into the United States and allow SSI and Medicaid eligibility for immigrant children on the santc 
basis as citizen childrcri. The proposal also would extend the 5-ycar e’j^gibility limit to 7 years for 

refugees, asylees, and noncitizens who have had their deportation withheld.
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recipients will receive notices that they are at risk of losing their benefits unless they can show that 
they are citizens or that one of the narrow exceptions apply. If the Pre.sident's proposals arc not 
adopted all legal immigrants detennined to be no longer eligible will lose their SSI benefits in 

August and September of this year.

Denying SSI eligibility to aged and disabled legal immigrants has nothing to do with welfare 
reform. Barring from programs available to all other taxpayers those immigrants who played by 
the rules and entered the country according to our laws is unfair and shortsighted. The bar on cash 
assistance to legal residents is too harsh on those legal immigrants who can no longer support 
themselves because of disabilities.

Background-

The Supplemental Security Income program (SSI) is a federal cash assistance program, fhe 
average SSI grant of $366 per month is less than 60% of the poverty level. These benefits are to 
provide basic needs such as food, shelter, and clothing to poor disabled, blind, and elderly 

individuals.

• The welfare reform^ bill banned from SSI individuals admitted for lawful permanent residence 

with two exceptions:

1. military service personnel, veterans, and their spouses and dependent children; and

2. individuals who can be credited with forty quarters of work.

• Under welfare reform, refugees, asylees, and individuals whose deportation has been withheld 
may be eligible for SSI, but only for the first five years alter admission into the United States.

The welfare reform bill^denicd Medicaid to immigrants for their first live years in the country and 

after the ban would deem the sponsor's income to the immigrant.

The Problem- ^

• Without SSI, those immigrants who become disabled or blind after entry into the United 
States may not have sufficient resources to meet even their basic needs.

• 44% of immigrants entering the country are not required to have sponsors. I'his includes 
refugees, asylccs, and individuals brought in by corporations (Get INS correct name for Ms 
group). For those who do have a sponsor that sponsor promises to take financial responsibility 
for the nonciii/cn. The sponsor typically makes a commitment of financial support for the 
immigrant based on the expectation that the noncitizen will eventually become .self-supporting 
through his/her own work efforts (in the case of children, after they reach adulthood). 
However, if the noncitizen is unable to work after an accident or serious illness, the sponsor's
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financial obligation greatly increases, not only to include the costs of food, shelter, and 

clothing but also any additional costs relating to the disability.

. 1-or some of those disabled who will lose SSI this summer, their sponsor may have died or -y
may no longer be able to support them. These disabled will have no other means of support. L 
Those disabled noncitizens for whom a sponsor was not required would also find themselves 1 
with no other means of support.

• Many of these noncitizens are now elderly and reside in nursing homes or board-and-eare
faeilities. Without SSI eash assistance these disabled and blind nonciii/xns may face eviction . 
from their assisted living arrangements. About 39,000 noncitizens arc in nursing homes and X 
about 209,000 have difficulties with the activities of daily living. ^

. Of the 803,000 non^tizens receiving SSI in October 1996, about 69 percent or 548,290 were ^ 
over 65. About 28 percent or 227, 360 were over 75 years old. About 7,750 were children.

• Disabled refugees, asylees, and those whose deportation is withheld who can be eligible for 
SSI for up to five years may not be able to meet the requirements for citizenship or obtain the 
required forty quarters of work. They, too, would be faced with severe hardship.

. Without SSI these legal immigrants have received from the Federal government. State and 
local jurisdictions and private charities will become the prime source of assistance to ensure 

they arc able to meet their most basic needs.

The Solution-

The Administration’s proposal would remove the barrier to SSI eligibility for legal immigrants, 
who became blind or disabled after entry, in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide for 
their own supptirt through work. ----

SSI eligibility would not be reinstated for immigrants who were blind or disabled prior to entering 
the United States. In such situations, the sponsors were aware of the continuing inability of the? y 
immigrants to be able to support themselves financially. J '

The Extension of F.hyihilitv Period for Refugees. Asvlees. and DePOriaUQft Withheld 

Background -

Individuals from various parts of the world subject to persecution in their homelands because of 
race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group, or political opinions may be 
admitted into the United States as refugees. Individuals already in ihe United States and subject to 
persecution in their horheland for these same reasons are allowed to remain in the United States 
under a grant of asylum or may have had their deportations withheld for humanitarian reasons.
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Individuals in these three categories generally are in the United Stales after much hardship: they 
have little or no resources. After being granted refugee, asylcc, or deportation withheld status, 
those individuals who are aged, blind, or disabled, may be eligible for SSI for a period of five 

years after entry.

The Problem-

Generally, a noncitizen may apply for citizenship after he or she has been lawfully in the United 
Sates for five years. The naturalization process takes up to a year. Thus, individuals who entered 
the U.S. as refugees, a.sylees, or who have had their deportations withheld would lose their SSI 
eligibility before completing the application process for citizenship, even if they apply for 
citizenship immediately after they meet the five year residency requirement.

The Solution-

The proposal, by permitting SSI benefits to be paid for an additional two years, would allow 
sufficient time for noncitizens in these specific categories to become citizens without an 
interruption of the needed support their SSI benefits provide.

rout and Number of Ndneitizens Affected

The cumulative six year cost (FY 1997-2002) of these prop<isals is estimated at $9.9 

billion.

During the six year period, between 320,000 and 360,000 additional individuals each year 
will be protected under the proposals. I his includes most of the blind and disabled 
individuals who will have their SSI benefits stopped late this summer under current law.
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SSI Eligibility for
it^iBudgeLEioposak,,.-------- ^
^wSiedNoncitize^hildrcn j

Tn^rent Law

Last year's welfare reform and immigration reform legislation severely restricts the 
participation of legal immigrants in the Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program. 
The restrictions apply without regard to whether the noncitizens arc adult or children.

Poor disabled children, whether they be citizens or lawful immigrants, may be the 
most vulnerable group in the country. Prohibiting SSl eligibility for noncitizen 

children puts them even at further risk.

Unlike adults who can become U.S. citizens after they have lawfully resided in the 
country for a specified number of years, cluldrcn cannot naturalize on their own unul 

^cyrcaiS^^age 18. NatiirallzaUon of their parents can lead to their dorivaiivc 
naturalizailorbW^lhlng happens to their noncitizens parents, disabled children 
not only would have ho m^aM pf support, they also could noi otherwise bo eligible for 
SSI until they become U.S. ckzen^

More than half of the current SSI recipikts who are children, many of whom will 
lose their SSI eligibility later this summer, are mentally retarded or suffer other severe 
psychiatric illnesses. It U likely that the> may never be fully sdf-sufflcleni.

WhilTsomrbfthrdi'sabled children may be covered under a State's Temporary 
Assistance for Needy FamUies (TANF) program, some States may opt not to cover all 
immigrant children. Even in those States whose TANF programs would cover 
immigrants, disabled'immigrant children who arrive in the United States after 
August 22, 1986, generally would not be eligible for TANF until they have been in 

the United States for 5 years.

ErcaiAent'S-Propoi^l
Under the proposal, disabled individuals who enter the United States as lawful 
permanent residents before they are aged 18 would'be eligible for SSI and Medicaid.
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In a number of cases, disabled children who enter the country would do so 
accompanying their parents. Thus, even though sponsor-to-immigrani deeming would 
not apply, the child's parem's income and resources would be taken into account in 
determining the child's need for benefits.

The proposal creates a safety net for disabled noncitizen children by providing them 
the same access to SSI and Medicaid as our nation provides citizen children.

How Many Would Be Affected

As of December 1996, there were approximately 7,750 noncitizen disabled children on 
the SSI rolls. An estimated 75 percent of them could lose eligibUity under the welfare 
reform provisions. The President's proposal would restore SSI and Medicaid 
eligibility to disabled immigrant children.
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HOLD SPONSORS

RESPONSIBLE

Why Khniildn'i sponsors he held rftnpnnsihle for immigrants that they bring into the country?

The Administration continues to support holding the sponsors of immigrants responsible for 

individuals they bring into the country. Sponsors generally sign affidavits of support for 

those who they sponsor. The Administration supported making these affidavits of support 

legally enforceable documents. The immigration reform legislation enacted in September last 

year included this provision. Sponsors should be held responsible for the financial support
i
4 '

of immigrants in most situations.

However, the Administration is concerned that when a sponsored immigrant experiences a 

disability after entry into the United Slates, the potential financial impact on the sponsor 

could be devastating. If an illness or accident occurs that makes the immigrant unable to
■f

work, the sponsor would be liable not only for the immigrant's basic needs but also for the 

cost of his or her medical care and other expenses attributable to disability. Such expenses 

could not have been foreseen by the sponsor. It would be unfair to hold the sponsor 

responsible for such large and unanticipated expenses.

The President's proposal addresses this problem by allowing SSI and Medicaid eligibility for
!

immigrants who become disabled after entering the country.
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WHY NOT 

ALL ELDERLY

Hiement of eligibility for all cldcrlvWhy flifin’t fhft Adminisiraiion rcqUCbLECilM

nnnr.itizens?

The Adminislraiioii’s proposal does not include SSI eligibility for all elderly non-citi7.ens 

because it Ts thej^^sors' responsibility to provide for the immigrant's well-being. 

Sponsor^ know the ageoHhe immigrant they are sponsoring when they sign the affidavit

of support.

The sixmsor should not be relieved of this responsibility simply becau.se the 

immigrant i.s age 65 or older.
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INCREASE IN 

NONCITIZENS ON ROLLS

YU., .vpi.in, th.- in the mimhcr of nontilizcn!. on Ih; SSI rolls?

The number of immigrants admitted into the United States has increased. Prior to 1970 q 

there were fewer than 5 million foreign bom residents in the U S. In 1980 there were 9.5 

million foreign bom living in the U.S. Since then the number has increased by 15 million 

so today we have 24.5 miilion foreign bom residents in the U.S. according to the Bureau of

the Census.

It is true that the number of non-citirens on the SSI tells has increased from 3 percent to 12 

percent since 1982. It is important to remember, however, that the number of non-cifcens 

remains a smali percentage of the SSI tolls. ITte largest increase has been experienced in 

the aged population as compared to those who qualify as disabled. The President's ^ 

proposal addresses tliis issue by reinstating eligibilit5(^r those disabled after entry. .

\v
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How will SSA determine whetlicr a person previously on 

aged status will now qualify as disabled?

SSA will determine eligibility based on disability the same way the agency docs everyday 

for people under 65, using the same standards and procedures. This determination will be 

made based on medical evidence.

If an elderly immigrant applies for disability, SSA will help that person gather the 

necessary information to make a disability determination.



^ r l** J KiKf i~Kwri 5 r-» ljk, o f 9 I-IUT& 1 «l

WHY NOT

BI.OCK GRANT?

Why not just t»siahlish aMnck grant to the States to assist them in Pfovidiat: serviWS tO thoStf 

nnnriti7/»-n<! who lose SSI?

SSI is a federally administered assistance program. There is no infrastructure in place at the 

state or local level to deliver income support to the disabled population effected. In many 

states, local governments may be the level of government that directly provides health care to 

the indigent. Also, charity organizations may be the providers of assistance if these 

immigrants use their only means of income support. If a block grant went only to the state 

governments, how would the funds be distributed to those who acmally provide the services.

Also, there is discourag|ing history when block grants have been used to provide services to 

immigrants. This has been attempted before without good results. Block grants created in the 

1986 immigration reforms, the State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG) program, 

proved to be an inefficient method of assisting the States and very difficult for them to manage.

The best solution is to retain eligibility for the most vulnerable immigranls-those who become 

disabled after getting to the United States, refugees, and immigrants-within the existing 

Federal social safety net.
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COST OF IMMIGRANT PROPOSALS

QUESTION:

How much does your Budget spend on giving immigrants welfare benefits?

ANSWER:

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

► The President’s immigrant proposals total $14.6 billion over five years FY 1998-2002, 
$4.9 billion are Medicaid costs (see attached table). The President’s budget seeks to:

► Restore SSI and Medicaid eligibility for the disabled immigrants (S13.7 billion). 
The Welfare law would discontinue SSI and restrict Medicaid benefits for legal 
immigrants including the disabled and children. The President’s budget would 
continue to provide SSI and Medicaid for 320,000 legal immigrants who become 
disabled after they enter the country and exempt them from the deeming rules.

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

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

Delay the Food Stamp ban until the end of FY 1997 ( $0.2 billion - the cost of this 
proposal is not included in the overall immigrant'proposal cost since the costs are 
incurred in FY 1997). The Welfare law denies Food Stamps to most legal immigrants 
currently receiving benefits and future applicants, affecting a million immigrants. Last 
year’s Omnibus Consolidated Recessions and Appropriations Act delayed the ban from 
January 1,1997 to April 1,1997 to give immigrants in the process of naturalizing time 
to complete the process prior to having their benefits eliminated. Recognizing the 
effort that many are making to become citizens, this proposal would extend the delay
to the end of FY 1997.
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President’s Welfare to Work Initiative and Proposals to Change FY1998-2002
Food Stamps and Beneilte for Legal Immigrants Outlays in billions of $

Welfare to Work
Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge $3.0
Enhances and Expands the Work Opportunity Tax Credit JL6

Welfare to Work 3.6

Changes to Food Stamps and Benefits to Legal Immigrants
Food Stamps

Creates and Fimds a Real Food Stamp Work Requirement $2.2
Helps Families with High Housing Costs 0.6
Provides Benefits Which Recognize the Cost of Living

Reindexes the Standard Deduction 0,1
Increases and then reindexes the Vehicle Asset Limit 02

Food Stamps 3.1

Equity for Immigrants
Protects Immigrants Who Become Disabled $13.7
Provides Targeted Assistance to Immigrant Cliildren 0.2
Creates an Exemption for Refugees More Sensitive to their Needs 0.7
Delays the Ban for Immigrants Receiving Food Stamps* Q2

Equity for Immigrants 14.6

Changes to Food Stamps and Benefits to Legal Immigrants ^ $17.9

Laji

H - 5" 

.Z

1' ^
{

Health Coverage for SSI Children
Medicaid

Continues medical care for low-income disabled children.
Medicaid $0.3 • s

^ I r 2L

' This proposal has a one time cost of S165 million in FY97.

^Thc proposal includes $200 million in mandatory funding over the FY98-02 period for other tcchnieal ehanges.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF IMMIGRANT PROVISIONS

QUESTION:

What is the status of the Administration’s implementation of the immigrant provisions of the
new welfare law?

ANSWER:

► This Administration has been working since the statute was passed to implement the 
immigrant provisions in a fair and nondiscriminatory maimer.

► The immigration provisions of the new welfare law present a number of complex 
issues. We are interpreting many of the terms foimd in the statute and we will issue 
guidance in a matter of weeks.

► Within my Department, we have been in close communication with our state partners 
to develop Medicaid guidance; to date we have already issued an update to the 
Medicaid Manual, as well as new regulations and policy letters to state Medicaid 
directors.

► In addition, the Administration on Children and Families has also issued interim 
guidance to help states implement the new requirements.

► We are working with the INS and DOJ to promulgate identity verification rules and the 
new affidavit of support so that we can properly enforce the new eligibility 
requirements (see the “Verification” question and answer for more details).

B.ackgr.Qund

These complex immigration-related implementation issues are handled by an interagency 
working group, which has been developing policy and guidance for the states and other 
stakeholders. Policy questions that involve issues of importance to multiple Departments are 
being coordinated by Ae White House to ensure consistency.

Title IV of the welfare statute institutes new restriction.s on legal and illegal immigrants access 
to federal, state and local assistance and services. Besides the ACF and HCFA guidance, we 
are working closely with the DPC and DOJ on Interim Verification Guidance, which may 
answer our questions as to which of our programs will be required to verify citizenship and 
immigrant status and therefore refuse service to illegal and some legal immigrants. Until these 
issues are resolved, we cannot positively determine which programs will be affected by the 
new restrictions.
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IMMIGRANTS WHO LOSE SSI-EFFECT ON MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY

QUESTION:

Do immigrants who lose SSI lose Medicaid as well?

ANSWER:

► Not necessarily. The question of which immigrants retain Medicaid eligibility is a 
complicated one. The welfare bill specifically cuts off S.SI cash assistance to qualified 
immigrants.

► Previously, receipt of SSI automatically made one eligible for Medicaid in mo.st states. 
Therefore immigrants who lose their SSI and are not otherwise eligible for Medicaid, 
may well lose this coverage.

► In states that continue to cover immigrants in their Medicaid programs, some 
immigrants who lose SSI may fit into another Medicaid state optional eligibility group 
and therefore retain Medicaid. Specifically, states which cover individuals who meet 
SSI criteria but are not receiving the assistance may cover immigrants in this category.
However, in th^l^ates which do not currently offer this category of Medicaid 

assistance, immigrants who lose SSI will also lose Medicaid (see attachment). [As 
always, states could amend their plan to include this option, but coverage would be 
expanded to all individuals meeting the criteria, not just legal immigrants.]

Of course, all states have the option to decide not to offer Medicaid to qualified 
immigrants.

We are exploring both administrative and legislative possibilities to give states the 
most flexibility to cover immigrants.

Rack ground

We have proposed the cpeMion of a separate eligibility “bucket” for those states that have not 
elected the existing $tme optional coverage category, but this proposal was not included in the 
Bud^f because of^ost implications^ The entire “bucket” proposal has both admini«rtrative and 
legislative components.

In the interim, we are drafting a regulation to expand the definition of “medically needy” to 
include coverage of individuals who lose SSI. This would reduce the number of states with no 
option, short of a legislative solution, to cover these immigrants to seven (from tweniy-one- 
see attachment). \
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ESTATES'

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
Delaware
Georgia
Illinois
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Missouri
Nevada
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
Ohio
Oklahoma
Texas
Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

7.STATES2

Alabama
Delaware
Louisiana
Nevada
New Mexico
Texas
Wyoming

These are states that do not currently cover the optional group of “non-cash, SSI-like” 
individuals.

These are states that would require a legislative solution (i.e., they do not currently cover 
either the optional group of “non-cash, SSI-like” individuals, or the medically needy).
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BUDGET PROPOSALS TO MITIGATE IMMIGRANT RESTRICTIONS' “ « .) ^

QUESTION:1
Ŵhai is The President proposing to mitigate the harsh immigrant provisions of the new welfare 

law?

ANSWER:

► When
V •..President signed the welfare bill, he made cl^ that he planned to develop 

proposalSyto mitigate the parts of the bill that were ndt really about the central goal of 
welfare reform, moving people from welfare to WOTk. In particular, he raised concerns 
about provisos that unfairly target legal immigrant families.

The President’^udget would ensure th^mmigrant children and immigrants who 

become disablecT^er they enter the country, two groups of legal immigrants who are 
the most vulnerable and who cannmAvork” their way out of their need, retain access 
to vital assistance. \ /

The new welfare law restricts legal immigrants’ access to SSI and Medicaid, The 
President proposes to ex^pi the disabled and children from these harsh restrictions.

AAlso, the President’s proposal would provide refugees adequate time to adjust in the 
United States and 
years).

•me citizens before ending their eligibility for assistance (7

Background

The welfare bill contains several different ty^s of restrictions or bans on eligibility for federal 
and state assistance programs, as well as a confosing list of exceptions for specific groups. All 
immigrants are banned from SSI and Food Stamps with some limited exemptions (refugees 
and asylees for/'the first five years; veterans and ^tive military personnel and their spouse and 
dependent children; and those who have worked ^ quarters). Legal immigrants who have 
entered after August 22,1996, are banned from receipt of federal means-tested benefits, 
including TANF and Medicaid, for 5 years. Immigr^ts who were already here on the date of 

enactment, and other irhmigrants after the 5-year ban is over, are subject to state options as to 
whether they will be eligible for TANF, Medicaid and SSBG. Immigrants who do have access 
to means-tested programs are subject to sponsor deeming, which means that all the income and 
resources of the immigrant’s sponsor will be considered ^ available to the immigrant during 

eligibility determinations.

The President’s plan would exempt children and the disabled from the SSI and Medicaid 
restrictions (including deeming). We believe that some portion of the elderly will requalify lor 
Medicaid if they are determined to be disabled. However, pregnant women and the non- 
disabled elderly adults who do not qualify as disabled would still be subject to the restrictions 

on coverage. ------------- ^

II
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QUESTION:

How many immigrants will be affected by the new welfare reform law?

ANSWER:
\

► Estimates on this subject vary and are relatively imprecise, since many assumptions arc
made due to the lack of hard data.

\

► However, the CBO has estimated that in FY 1998 about 1 million legal immigrants 
v^ll lose Food Stamps; 300,000 will lose Medicaid; and 500,000 will lose SSI 
eligibility under the new welfare law-including both disabled and elderly.

► The comparable estimates for FY 2002 are: nearly 800,000 legal immigrants will be 
made ineligible for Food Stamps; over 600,000 denied Medicaid; and about 500,000 
denied SSL

Background

The CBO estimates take into account that:

► certain immigrants are exempt from the new eligibility bans (e.g., refugees and asylees 
for their first 5 years and immigrants with 40 quarters of Social Security coverage); and

► that naturalization rates are likely to increase (CBO assumed that about one-third of 
those whose benefits would otherwise be eliminated will become citizens by the year 
2000).

\
ASPE has previously estimated that an unduplicated count of legal immigrants denied 
assistance due to the new welfare law is about 1.1 million. (This takes into account that many 
individuals receiving SSI also receive Medicaid, and in some cases (about 40 percent) also 
receive Food Stamps.

Our 0?^
n
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STATE AND LOCAL IMPACTS OF NEW IMMIGRANT RESTRICtE^S AFT

QUESTION:

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

ANSWER:

► Similar to other estimates in this area, it is difficult to predict with any precision.

► However, CBO estimated total federal budget savings (through FY 2002) of nearly $24 
billion, and state and local governments will now have to decide how much of their 
own assistance they will provide to legal immigrants in order to replace this huge 
withdrawal of federal assistance.

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

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

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

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

Bnckgroimd
<7

The $2^illion^llars qf fgderaFsaVih^ofthe new welfar^w consist of;

► SSI^43.3 billion
► \^icaid--$5.3 billion
► Pood Stamps—$3.6 billion 

'EITC-$1.4bmion

f\ / (

r; i

' ^ I
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UNDERMINING WELFARE REFORM - PROTECTING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

QUESTION:

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

ANSWER:

► The President and I remain firmly committed to implementing the welfare reforms 
enacted last year.

► But the immigrant restrictions of the new welfare law had nothing to do with the 
central goal of welfare reform -moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This 
is not an effort to “open up” welfare reform, it is an effort to restore benefits cuts that 
were attached td welfare reform and shouldn’t have been pan of the bill to begin with.

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



VERinCATION REQUIREMENTS
n,D A KT

QUESTION:

Which federal benefitj»:ograms are undocumented, or “non-qualified” aliens ineligible for, 
and what type of verificMon guidance have you given states and providers regarding verifying 
citizenship and immigration status? /

ANSWER:

As you know, the new law requires the Attorney General, in consultation with my 
Department, to provide guidance regarding verification of citizenship or immigration 
status within 18 months of the date of enactment (end of February/early March of
1998). \

\

We have been working vwth the Department of Justice to issue shortly interim 
verification guidance thatWll help state and local governments, and other providers, in 

deciding not only which prograrhs will be required to verify, but also the non- 
discriminatory verification procedures such programs should use.

Background

This guidance may not be ready for another 4-8 weeks.
r

Releasing this guidance has^fequired coordination across the federal government (and with the 
White House), and required the resolution of a number of difficult legal and policy issues 
raised by statutory language, including-

► definition of“Federal means-tested benefits”
► definition of “Federal public benefit”
* Attorney General exemption for certain ip-kind, community level services that are 

necessary for the protection of life or safety and do not condition the provision,
_________,,__i____ 4. ___ ___________________________________________ ______________ _____ __________amount, of cost of assistance provided on an individual’s income or resources 
exemptioh for nonprofit charitable organizations 
exemption for certain battered immigrants (adults/children), and
other exemptions related to 40 qualifying quarters, veterans, refugees, etc.

/ ■ ■ \

The immigration law, passed as part of omnibus appropriations bill, added the requirement to 
verify citizenship under “Federal public benefit” programs.
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REPORTING ILLEGAL ALIENS TO INS

QUESTION:

Why haven’t states impl)emented the requirement to report to INS four times a year all illegal 
immigrants they know about? /

ANSWER: /

We are currently working\vith the Department of Justice and INS on implementation
of this provision. /

/
A number of issues need to b^csolved, the most difficult being determining what the 
standard will^be to establish th^a state eligibility worker has positive “knowledge” 
that an individual is an illegal, or\nlawful, alien.

/' '

Background: ^"he welfare reform statute requires that certain programs to report Congress 
four times a year immigrants that they know are “illegal”.

L
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REFUGEE ELIGIBILITY EXTENSION

/

QUESTION:

Why is the President proposing to extend the refugee and ^yiee eligibility for an extra two 
years for a todd of 7 years after their entry (e.g., under SSI and Food Stamps)?

/

ANSWER:
\

We believe re&gees and asylees nee^ longer eligibility period for assistance than 
other qualified aliens because of t^xircumstances that bring refugees and asylees to 
theU.S. /

/■'

By definition, refugees and asylees are individuals who come to our country to escape 
persecution in their county of origin. These individuals frequently experience greater 
difficulties putting their lives to^eAer and becoming self-supporting than other legal 
immigrants. / ''x ,

We believe refugee's and asylees need ah^additional two years to overcome their unique 
circumstances apd to provide sufficient time to enable these individuals to achieve 
stable self-sup^rt. \

■/

The longer ^time period is particularly important because more recent refugee 
population^ have included larger numbers of older'^d elderly individuals who require 
a longer lime to adjust.

/
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DRAFT
NGA PROPOSALS AND IMMIGRANTS

QUESTION:

The Governors asked the Administration to work with them and the Congress to “meet the 
needs of aged and disabled legal immigrants who cannot naturalize,” but specifically stated 
we did not need to reopen welfare reform to do it. Why then does the Administration 
propose to reopen welfare reform and make costly changes that would give welfare to 

immigrants?

ANSWER:

► The President and I remain firmly committed to the major reform of the AFDC 
program enacted last year,

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

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

► The Administration’s immigrant proposals are responsive to the concerns noted by 
the Governor^ and we welcome the opportunity to work with them and the Congress 
to rectify some of the unfair burdens placed on immigrants.

► Our budget addresses the needs of immigrants disabled after entry by reinstating their 
eligibility for SSI and Medicaid. Our proposal exempts all legal immigrant children 
from eligibility restrictions. And we would allow refugees, whom the governors 
noted face extreme barriers to citizenship, more time, 7 years instead of 5, to adjust 
and naturalize.

► These propolis would restore aide to these most vulnerable people who need 
assistance through no fault of their own.

In addition, our proposal is responsive to the NGA statement that the immigrant 
provisions represent a significant cost shift to state and local governments. ITiesc 
provisions reduce the burden on states and local governments.

\'2_
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MAKING SPONSORS RESPONSIBLE
A.rr

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

ANSWER:

• We agree that sponsors need to be held responsible and accountable.

• However, welfare reform makes most legal immigrants ineligible for [SSI and Food 
Stamp] assistance, even those who have never had sponsors or whose sponsors have died.

i

• Our proposal woMd exempt from these harsh new rules only those legal immigrants who 
become disabled after entry into the U.S.

• Sponsors of these immigrants have no possible way of planning for the costly care that 
results from a severe disability.

• We thinlidt'Isun^rtos impoverish such sponsors beyond regular program requirements 

for family income, or to withdraw assistance from disabled immigrants who have never 
had sponsors.

BACKGROUND:

Both SSI and Medicaid have existing family income and resource requirements that ensure 
generally that members of wealthy families are not eligible for such assistance. There has always 
been an issue regarding the spend-down and transfer-of-asset rriles related to Medicaid coverage 
of nursing home expenses (i.e., vliether “wealthy” families are receiving Medicaid).

Recent INS estimates of FY 1994 non-refugee immigrants found that nearly half-w 44j)ercent-- 
did not have sponsors. These estimates include employment-based legal immigranW^

5
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CUBAN/HAITIAN ENTRANTS

QUESTION: Are Cuban/Haitian entrants eligible for assistance under the new welfare reform
rules?

ANSWER:

• They are specifically eligible for the special refugee assistance programs under the Office 
of Refugee Resettlement.

• Even though Cuban/Haitian entrant status is not specifically included in the list of 
immigration categories which define who is a “qualified alien”, most entrants have been 
given parole status for a period of at least 1 year or legal permanent resident status 
which doe^ make them qualified aiiens.

• If entrants are qualified aliens, they would be treated the same as other qualified aliens 
under the state eligibilty options in TANF and Medicaid (if Pre-August 1996), or denied 
TANF and Medicaid for 5 years after entry (if Post-August 1996).

• Under welfare reform, Cuban/Haitian entrants are not specifically exempted from 
eligibility restrictions as refugees are

Background

Under bilateral agreement between U.S. and Cuba it is estimated that about 20,000 Cubans will
be allowed to enter the U.S., the majority of whom will be parolees or legal permanent residents
(i.e., qualified aliens), with an estimated 6,000-7,000 likely to be refugees.
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THE STORIES OF LEGAL IMMIGRANTS AT RISK OF LOSING SSI 

SSA began sending informational notices to approximately 900,000 SSI recipients starting 

on February 3. These^will be mailed in eight equal batches until all are sent by the 

statutory deadline of March 31.

Early reports from the SSA field offices include these anecdotes;

1

A wheelchair-l5ound recipient, aged 91, came into a field office in response to his 

notice. He is a legal permanent resident with 23 quarters of work. Under the 

welfare reform legislation, he will lose his SSI. %

Two very elderly, senile women, both over 90 are in a convalescent facility. Both 

allege US birth, according to the facility records, but neither is capable of providing 

evidence or in^’ormation. They must prove citizenship or lose their SSI benefits.

A woman was bom in Ireland over 80 years ago and came to the US when she was 

two. Her long-deceased parents were naturalized, but she has no proof she was. 

She has never left the US and believes she is a citizen but has no way to prove her

status.



rrcwn: ^ VIA «9900vr0

_ TI hc following stories came in from the SSA offiees in Miami.

. Jorge, a refugee, has been receiving SSI benefits for more than five years. Because 

he ha(^DS, he cannot be naturafe^ and does not meet any other exceptions in the 

welfare reform law. During his interview he said, *'! was homeless, you gave me a 

chance when you told me about SSI. Now you are sending me back to the streets."

9

An elderly Cuban mother who believed that her son had died in a Cuban prison for 

the mentally iireane learned that he had been forced to come to the US during the 

1980 Mariel bbatlift. She was able to reach the US to care lor her long lost son.

Both are now SSI recipients without chances of becoming naturalized citizens. She 

came to our center in disbelief of what she was hearing on the radio about "this new 

law". Both mother and son will be terminated as prescribed by welfare reform. I hc 

mother left sobbing uncontrollably; the son did not understand why she was crying."

Many SSA local olVices are experiencing similar sebarios to those described above. Many 

disabled and elderly recipients do not remember whfcre they were born, attended school, or 

were married. Field office staff frequently help beneficiaries and applicants obtain records

but these situations offer little hope.

<5 7
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HR-2. IMMIGRATION AND REFUGEE POLICY

2.1 Immigration Policy
2.1.1 Preamble. The nation’s Governors recogni2x the important contribution immigrants have made and 

continue to make to our nation. Although the federal government has the primary role in directing 
overall policy regarding immigration and refugees, the effects of such policy on local communities 
present challenges that cannot be ignored by the states. These challenges include demands for education, 
job training, social and health services, and other assistance designed to promote the integration of 
immigrants into our communities

Decisions regarding the admission and placement of legal immigrants and refugees rest solely with 
the. federal government Similarh . the illegal entry of other individuals also is a direct responsibilitv’ of 
the federal government

The federal government’s unwillingness to provide adequate funding for refugee resettlement and 
immigrant assistance services has resulted in a dramatic shift of program costs from the federal 
government to state and local ta.vp3\crs This reduced federal commitment has strained the states’ 
ability to provide the programs and services necessary to promote economic self-sufficiency within the 
immigrant and refugee community Governors recognize Congress’ well-intentioned efforts and agree 
that sponsorship requirements can help prevent immigrants from becoming public charges. However, 
the provisions of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 that 
denv certain benefits to this population represent a considerable cost transfer to some state and local 
governments The Governors arc particularly concerned about the effect of the Personal Responsibility 
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Aci of 1996 on immigrants who were in the United States on the 
date of enactment, but who cannot meet the citizenship requirements because of age or disability The 
nation’s Governors urge Congress and the adiniiiistration to work in partnership with the National 
Governors’ Association to ensure thai the immigration system and its requirements are fair to both 
citizens and noncitizens and meet the needs of aged and disabled legal immigrants who cannot 
naturalize and whose benefits niav be affected The Governors further believe that an equitable solution 
to this issue could be achieved without reopening the Personal Responsibility' and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 199(. We lovA forward to working cooperatively with Congress and the 
administration to decide the appropnaic vehicle

Even though mandates have been terminated and slates have been provided the option to establish 
eligibility for Temporary Assistance for Needv Families (TANF), Medicaid, and the Social Services 
Block Grant, it is not clear that the judicial svstem will permit states to bar refugees and other legal 
immigrants who are in need from critical services provided to other residents of the state At the least, 
dunng an initial penod of judicial deliberation sutes could be required to sustain benefits

Further, we call upon Congress and the administration to consider whether those individuals who 
are receiving federal benefits and who have submitted an application to naturalize should continue to be 
eligible to receive these benefits while they arc participating in the approximate six- to nine-month 
naturalization process

Because immigration and refugee policy is under the sole jurisdiction of the federal government, 
the Governors believe that the federal government must be prepared to bear the costs of such policy.

2.1,2 Principles. Because immigration decisions have a broad influence upon our society and involve the 
states, the Governors urge Congress to consider the following principles in the deliberation and 
formulation of immigration policies

‘ 1 Mil X 1 \ 1 \x \ s II 1 N t; Tu \ n . i:. : o 1 - : 4 - S i o o



• The decision to admit immigrants is a federal one that carries with it a firm federal commitment 
to shape immigration policy within the parameters of available resources we as a nation are 
determined to provide.

• The fiscal impact of immigration decisions must be addressed by the federal government. The 
states, charged with implementing federal policy, have shared and are sharing in the costs, 
however, there should be no further shift of costs to the states.

• Immigration policy shall be developed within the context of our national interest, which takes 
into consideration preservation of the family, demographic trends, economic development, labor 
market needs, and humanitarian concerns.

• Immigration decisions shall not discriminate against nor give preference to potential 
immigrants because of their nationality, race, sex, or religion.

• A basic responsibility of the federal government is to collect and disseminate timely and reliable 
statistical information on immigration and its consequences for the United States.

• Immigration policies and administrative systems should be modernized and reviewed 
periodically to ensure that they are fair and workable.

• Federal immigration policies should ensure that new immigrants do not become a public charge 
to federal, state, or local go% cmments

• A transferred pnsoner s early release before the balance of the state-imposed maximum 
sentence is serxed should be calculated and governed under the laws of that state and not the 
prisoner’s country of origin

• The federal go\cmmcni musi provide adequate information to and consult with states on issues 
concerning immigration decisions that affect the states.

• States should not have to incur significant costs in implementing federal laws regarding 
immigration status as a condition of benefits.

2.1.3 Immigration Ceiling and Preference System. The National Governors’ Association supports control of 
legal immigration at a Icxcl consistent with our national interest and resources, under a ceiling adjusted 
periodically by Congress as conditions warrant The ceiling should continue to exclude immediate 
relatives of United Suites citizens refugees, asxlccs. and aliens whose adjustment of status is not subject 
to immigration quotas under current or future laws

The ceiling should provide for the separation of the two major types of immigrants—families and 
independent immigrants—into distinct admission categones. In designing the preference system, the 
pnnctple of family units should be presersed and the independent tmmigration system should reflect 
economic and labor m.irket needs

2.1.4 Prohibition on the Hiring of Illegal Immigrants. The Governors agree that to help control illegal 
immjgration. the cmplostiicni of illeg.il immigrants should be prohibited. To this end, enforcement 
mechanisms and venfication systems must be enhanced The appropriate federal agencies selected to 
enforce this prohibition should base the resources necessary to carry out their task. Employers should 
base access to a reliable scnfication sxstem that will assist them in complying with the law. Such a 
system should minimi/c the administrative burdens on employers and should not discriminate against 
the employment of workers and potcnti.il workers

The Governors also suppon the development of methods to prevent identification document fraud 
However, the Governors do not suppon the development of those methods that unnecessarily invade the 
pnvacy of individuals, infnngc upon arc.is that tr.iditionally have been under the scope of state and local 
authonty. or directly or indirectlv crc.iie unfunded mandates to state and local governments

2.1.5 Legalization and Naturali/alion. 1 tic Governors urge the following.
• Slates require nu\imuin flcMbilitv in dctemiining and allocating resources to meet the needs of 

newly legalized aliens
• The Immigration and Naturali/alion Service (INS) must be diligent in its efforts to ensure that 

felons are not naturalized and being given the benefits of citizenship rather than being deported.
• The naturalization process should be streamlined to be more efficient and accessible to eligible 

applicants wishing to become citizens, with all the rights and responsibilities thereof In 
addition, as Congress allowed exemptions to naturalization tests for physically and mentally



disabled applicants, there should be an exemption for those individuals who are eligible for 
naturalization except for the incapacity to communicate the desire to naturalize

2.1.6 Supplemental Worker Program. In implementing any supplemental worker programs, the federal 
government must conduct timely labor certifications to eimire labor availability in the event of labor 
shortages. This program should not cause displacement of American workers.

2.1.7 Cooperation with Western Hemisphere Countries. A workable immigration program must recognize 
and involve the major sending countries. The federal government must work cooperatively with Mexico 
and other western hemisphere countries in the development of mutually beneficial policies. The 
Governors believe that trade and investment policies are critical elements to reduce illegal immigration.

2.1.8 Research and Data Collection. Congress should direct the federal government to develop a reliable 
data system and strengthen the research capacity on migration and its consequences to the United States, 
especially concerning the immigration flow, estimate of illegal migration, and impact of immigration on 
states and local commumties To do so, better coordination of federal agencies is needed.

In order to pro\ide the necessaiy information on immigration flows and secondary migration, alien 
registration by the federal government must be reinstated. In addition, data collected should be analyzed 
and disseminated to the states in a timely manner for the purpose of planning, implementing, and 
evaluating immigration policy

2.1.9 Legal Immigration Law Enforcement The federal government should provide sufficient funding to 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service and other appropriate agencies to enforce the immigration 
laws, modernize management, and pro\ide for an adequate and reliable data collection system.

2.1.10 Eiclusion/Asylum Proceedings. IndiMdual claims for asylum should be handled in a fair and 
expeditious manner Prompt efforts should be made to address the current backlog problems.

2.1.11 Emergency Authorits and Contingency Plan. As the President has contingency planning authonty, 
the federal government must dcsclop a contingency plan to deal with unanticipated flows of refugees, 
parolees, or asylum applicants The states expect an immediate federal government response to such a 
situation The Governors must be consulted in determining the role of the states. The states anticipate 
full federal reimbursement of an\ st.iic and local costs

2.1.12 Impact Aid. Special impact aid to suie and local governments should be provided to meet unusual 
burdens on communities Impact aid should be provided in the event that any of the following occur:

• a refugee flow is uncxpcctcdls large or sudden,
• the resettlement area is highly concentrated by initial placement of refugees, including 

secondary migrants.
• the resettlement area has unf.isorablc economic conditions; or
• the refugee population h.is special needs

2.2 Illegal Immigration

2.2.1 Law Enforcement, kecogni/mg ttu need lor stronger enforcement against illegal immigration.
Congress should continue to pro\ide sufluicni tunding for the Immigration and Naturalization Serxicc 
and other appropnatc agencies to control our miiion s border and to remove cnminal aliens from the 
United States The Genemors strongK suppon provisions in the Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act of l‘>‘^i that will double the number of border patrol agents by 2001, 
enhance investigative and enforcement authority for alien smuggling and document fraud, and 
streamline the process of remosal of cnminal aliens and alien terrorists. The Governors call on the 
federal government to cflcctivcis use the resources provided for these purposes

The Governors also arc concerned about the increase in drug trafficking by illegal immigrants 
along the borders of the sutes and icmtorics Control of the flow of drugs across our borders is a federal 
responsibility, and smuggling drugs into the United States is a federal felony. The Governors are 
concerned that the federal gosemment s current drug-smuggling policy is allowing a large number of 
people caught smuggling illegal drugs into the United States to be returned to Mexico without 
prosecution The Governors urge the federal government to reverse this policy' and to vigorously enforce 
our drug control laws



2.2.2 Prosecution and Removal of Undocumented Felons. According to a recent study published by the 
Urban Institute, the seven states most impacted by illegal immigration housed more than 21,000 adult 
criminal aliens in their state prisons in March 1994, at an aimual cost of nearly $500 million. These 
figures do not include the cost of incarcerating criminal aliens in youth facilities or supervising paroled 
criminal aliens.

The Governors are concerned about the lack of resources in the Immigration and Natrualization 
Service devoted to the early identification of criminal aliens in state criminal justice systems. Currentlj, 
a large number of convicted undocumented felons do not come to the attention of the INS and escape 
formal deportation because of a lack of presence of INS officials in local facilities The Governors 
believe that programs like the early identification pilot programs currently operating in several states 
should be expanded significantly to ensure that undocumented felons are formally deported.

In addition, the Governors belic\c that greater efforts should be made by the federal government to 
facilitate the transfer of cnminal alien felons to their home countries to serve their sentences Current 
transfer treaties are unworkable because they require the consent of the prisoner and they provide little 
incentive for the country of ongin to cooperate with the United States in the enforcement of transfer 
treaties. Although the Illegal Imrmgration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 echoes 
these concerns, current federal acuon in this area continues to be lacking.

For this reason, the Governors continue to call on the federal government to negotiate and 
renegotiate prisoner transfer treaties to e.\pedite the transfer of criminal aliens in the United States who 
are subject to deportation or removal The negotiations for such agreements should focus on:

• ensuring that the transferred pnsoners serve the balance of their state-imposed prison sentence;
• removing any requiremcni that the pnsoners consent to be transferred to their countries of 

origin;
• structuring the process to require that the prisoners serve the remainder of their original prison 

sentence if they return to the United States; and
• considenng economic inccniivcs to encourage countries of origin to take back their cnminal 

citizens.
Additionally, the Governors believe the federal government should:
• increase the use of intenor repatnation with countries contiguous to the United States,
• place INS officials in state and local facilities for early identification of potentially deportable 

aliens—nearer the point of their illegal entry—to ensure formal deportation prior to release; and
• upon the request of a state Governor, place INS officers in state courts to assist in the 

identification of cnminal aliens pending criminal prosecution
Finally , the Governors arc concerned about the large number of deponed felons that are returning 

to the United States A significim number of the cnminal alien felons housed in state pnsons and local 
jails arc previously convicted fclonv who reentered the United States after they were deponed In 
California, for example repons indi.:.iie that more than 300 previously deponed parolees arc illegally 
reentenng the countrv e.ich month .ind coming into contact with law enforcement officials Cnminal 
alien reentry is a violation of federal law punislubic by up to twenty years in federal pnson and should 
be enforced for all states

The Governors urge the federal government to provide sufficient funds for proven positive 
identification systems, like California s Cnminal Alien Flagging Project and the Automated 
Fingcrpnnting Identification System (APIS), to allow for the expanded use of these systems in the rest of 
the nation

2.2.3 Education Costs of Unducumrnird .Aliens. The Governors arc concerned about the costs associated 
with cver-larger numbers of undocumented children in our school systems. In a number of states, this 
has led to classroom overcrowding and has seriously exacerbated the funding crunch faced by public 
school systems Because of the federal government's failure to provide funding for the education of 
undocumented children. Governors have had to cut back on other vital public services

In the case of Plvlcr i hov. the U S Supreme Court upheld a lower court ruling striking down as 
unconstitutional a state law that denied educational services to undocumented children The Court’s 
narrow 5-4 decision was based in part on the absence of any “identifiable congressional policy” on the 
subject and “absent any contrary indication fairly discernible in the legislative record,” the Court could 
“perceive no national policy that supports the state ” The Court’s dissenting opinion noted that the



majority was “making no attempt to disguise that it is acting to make up for Congress’ lack of effective 
leadership in dealing with the senous national problems caused by the influx of uncountable millions of 
illegal aliens across the border.”

The Governors believe the Plyler decision was in fact a call for Congress to legislate in this area. 
Yet, since that ruling, the federal government has done nothing to set a national policy regarding the 
education of undocumented children. Instead, the federal government disingenuously cites Plyler as the 
final word. Meanwhile, state and local governments are forced to devote scarce resources to comply with 
a constitutional mandate born of federal inaction and irresponsibility.

The Governors are not advocating the denial of educational services to undocumented persons. 
However, some Governors believe that each state should have the right to decide whether it will provide 
free educational services to undocumented persons, while some Governors believe that all children are 
granted this right under the U.S. Constitution. The Governors oppose being a captive source of funding 
for the costs of educating millions of undocumented children. Therefore, the Governors call on the 
federal government to recogmze its exclusive responsibility for costs associated with the unfunded 
mandate that is the result of failed immigration policies by establishing a direct billing mechanism to 
ensure that any educauonal services provided to undocumented children are financed entirely by the 
federal government

2.2.4 Study of Costs of Citizen Children. Governors across the country are providing education, health, and 
social services to citizen children of undocumented immigrants at extremely high costs. However, the 
true costs are not known, as no svstematic survey has been undertaken to examine these costs and the 
fiscal impacts on states of providing services to citizen children of undocumented immigrants. The 
Governors call upon Congress and the administration, working jointly with state budget officers, to 
undertake a study of these costs and to report back within one year, so that an accurate assessment can 
be made

2.3 Refugee Policy

2.3.1 Preamble. International political conditions over the past two decades have forced numbers of people to 
leave their homes and seek refuge in other countnes The United States has provided leadership to the 
world community in addressing the needs of refugees and displaced persons. The nation’s Governors arc 
supportive of this effort to assist those individuals who have been displaced because of their beliefs and 
support of U.S policy

We believe that refugee issues arc an international responsibility and that resettlement must be 
shared as equitably as possible Funher. there must be a genuine effort to protect refugees worldwide

States play a major role in refugee resettlement They must work with the refugees to assist in their 
adjustments to Amencan life and to expedite their economic self-sufficiency Effective resettlement of 
refugees requires the development of systems that provide culturally appropnate services to meet the 
needs of ethnically dnersc commumiics as well as extensive networking with existing human service 
systems

The Governors rccogni/c th.ii fcscttlemeiii is not a one-time event, but a process of adjustment that 
may take months or scars In ordet for this process to be successful, federal, state, and local officials 
must work together with the pns.iic sector and local voluntary agencies to build a seamless continuum of 
serv ices from initial reception through longer term needs, leading the way to self-sufficiency

2.3.2 Federal Responsibility. The states arc committed to working toward the rapid integration of refugees 
into our communities However the federal government has the total responsibility to meet the basic 
needs of refugees and entrants tc g cash medical, social services, and special educational costs) for the 
initial three years The federal government also has the total responsibility for determining and 
accounting for secondarv migration to areas of saturation

If the federal government is unwilling to sufficiently fund the necessary services, then it is 
incumbent upon the federal govemment to decrease the flow of refugee admissions Under no 
circumstances should there be anv further shift of costs to state and local governments

In recent years, there have been significant funding reductions in refugee programs These budget 
reductions represent a major federal policy change that shifts fiscal responsibility for meeting the basic 
needs of refugees and entrants from the federal govemment to states and localities This fiscal policy 
change occurs at a time when state and local resources have e.xperienced significant cuts in human 
service programs because of federal budget balancing. Because the states do not have the authority to set
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immigration quotas or limit secondary migration, they are unable to effectively control the additional 
costs incurred because of this change in policy.

Governors, Congress, and the administration should work together to identify’ the appropriate 
mechanism to address those aged and disabled refugees who are unable to become citizens. The new 
welfare law no longer provides federal benefits to this population after five years, and shifts the 
responsibility to states to decide whether to provide state benefits to these refugees admitted to the U.S. 
by federal policy. The aged refugees, in particular, confront extraordinary difficulties in becoming 
naturalized citizens (e.g. inability to pass the tests or loss of documents). Unlike legal immigrants, 
refugees do not have sponsors. Even those refugees able to naturalize would be in jeopardy for a six- to 
nine-month period during the process of applying for citizenship.

Recently, efforts to privatize refugee resettlement have bran under discussion. Under the Wilson- 
Fish Amendment to the Refugee Act states have the option of implementing privatized resettlement 
programs. The Governors support maintaining the current premise that the decision to privatize should 
be left up to each individual state.
Principles. In keeping with the above precepts. Governors support the reauthorization of the Refugee 
Act of 1980, with the following principles as guidance for developing new legislation.

• The goal of resettlement assistance efforts is to help refugees achieve self-sufficiency as quickly 
as possible. The key to economic self-sufficiency is entry into unsubsidized employment at a 
living wage at the earliest possible time with concurrent removal from dependency on public 
aid.

• Social services are vital to reaching the goal of self-sufficiency, and federal funding should not 
be decreased as a means of reducing the federal refugee or entrant budget.

• Under the Fasccll/Stone Amendment (Section 501 of the Refugee Education Assistance Act of 
1980), Congress intended for Cuban and Haitian entrants to be Ueated as refugees for the 
purposes of federal benefits Cuban and Haitian entrants should continue to receive similar 
“refugee” status as a temporarv means to self-sufficiency.

• The federal govenunent has reduced the period of eligibiliy for refugee services from thirty-six 
months to eight months At least twelve months are required to assist refugees in acquiring 
basic language skills, housing, and work to achieve rudimentary self-sufficiency The federal 
government should provide adequate resources to ensure a full twelve months of access to 
refugee benefits

• Stabiliy of federal funding is crucial if states are to implement an effective resettlement 
program. In addition, the timely provision of funding is essential to enable states to discharge 
their administrative responsibilities in an e.xpeditious manner, relative to funding decisions and 
program planmng

• States must be consulted in a timely manner when changes in the current program are being 
considered A process for ongoing state panicipation in program review should be incorporated 
into the federal administrative structure

• The federal gosemment should synchronize admissions and appropriation cycles to allow for 
more effective nunagcmeni of the program

• Because the refugee program is suitc-admmistcrcd. it is essential that all funding should flow to 
the states to allow for centralized program planning, administration, accountability, and 
coordination of Itxal planning efforts

• Although the states arc willing to consider changes in the current program that would improve 
the efficiency or cffecuveness of the program, the Governors would oppose any attempt to 
convert funding for the program to a block grant.

Coordination and Consultation. The Governors continue to be concerned about the lack of adequate 
consultation on the pan of the voluntary agencies (VOLAGs) and their local affiliates in the initial 
placement of refugees and on the pan of the federal government in the equitable distribution of refugees 
and entrants

States have continually urged the federal government to establish a mechanism to ensure 
appropnate coordination and consultation However, significant progress has not been made and the 
following mechanisms need to be considered to address this problem
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• There should be a requirement in the State DepartmentA'OLAG contract to limit placement to 
areas conducive to resettlement. In addition. VOLAGs and their local affiliates should be 
required to have a letter of agreement that specifies that there has been consultation and 
planning for the initial placement of refugees and sets forth the continuing process of 
consultation. The requirement in the State DepartmentA'OLAG contract to limit placement to 
areas conducive to resettlement should include concurrence by the state.

• INS, the U.S. Department of State (DOS), and the Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) should 
coordinate v^ith states receiving entrants and refugees. Entrants should be made eligible for 
DOS assistance for thirty days, or another mechanism should be developed to allow for a 
smooth transition of entrants into a conununity. The current system, in which an entrant simply 
arrives in the United States without any knowledge of the state, creates a tremendous burden on 
the commumty, leaves gaps in the provision of services, and provides no foundation for 
planning purposes

• There should be a continued requirement that sponsors not be on welfare. The sponsorship 
program should be modified, and existing sponsorship obligations should be more stnctly 
enforced

An advisory committee should be established, representing state and local government officials, 
VOLAGs, and the refugee communir>. to e.xamine and advise Congress and federal agencies on a full 
range of refugee resettlement issues

The Governors should be closely involved in the congressional consultation process through which 
new refugee admissions lc\els arc determined to ensure that program funding is provided to support the 
level of refugee admissions.
Impact Aid. Special impact aid lo state and local governments should be provided to meet unusual 
burdens on communities Impaa aid should be provided in the event that any of the following occur:

• a refugee flow is unexpeaedL large or sudden;
• the resettlemcni area is highly concentrated by initial placement of refugees, including 

secondary migrants.
• the resettlemcni area has unf.isorable economic conditions;
• the refugee population has special needs, or
• there is a continuing stream of refugees to one geographic area

Habitual Residents
For clarification purposes the immigraiion and refugee policy provisions also pertain to habitual 

residents, as defined in the comp.icis of free association

Time limited (effeane II inter Meriire II inter Meeting 1999).
Adopted II inter Meet:ne /Vs> re\: it inter Meeting 1992. li'inter .Meeting 1993. U'lnter .Vleeting
199-1. II inter .Meeting /vv.' on,/II .ni,' \feeiing 1997 (formerly IMlicv C-1-4)


