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Here is a draft response to the President's question about a
Washington Post article on elderly immigrants on SSI. Sorry it
took so long, but there were some developments on this issue last
week that we wanted to reflect in the response.



TO: Diana Fortuna

FROM: Jean Martin 9%/“/ |

RE: SSI and Legal Immigrants: Conversation with Tom Perritt 6/7/95

DATE: June 9, 1995

Background on Current Law

With regard to SSI, to be eligible, aliens must be lawfully admitted for permanent
residency or Permanent Resident Under Color of Law (PRUCOL). To date, legal
immigrants are seen as the same as citizens except that they do not have the right to
vote.

The PRUCOL designation was formerly reserved for Cuban/Haitian refugees, but in the
early ’80s was expanded to cover other refugees. PRUCOL now covers 17 different alien
categories. Since 1985, SSA has been pushing a proposal that would take the
burdensome PRUCOL definitions out of current welfare language and put in a specific
reference to "refugees and asylees."

Of the Senate and House bills, the Senate version more specifically offers this "refugees
and asylees" language. The House version does not include asylees.

Refugees are protected under PRUCOL for up to five years after they enter the country.
SSA/Perritt’s perspective on the House and Senate Bills

Re: Categories of Aliens Denied

The Senate Bill is more restrictive. Except for refugees and asylees, honorably
~discharged veterans and those who are 65 and have worked ten years in the U.S., the

Senate denies legal immigrants SSI eligibility.

The House bill exempts refugees, active military personnel an their families,_and legal

immigrants whose disability makes them unable to take the citizenship test. This
exemption could mean continued eligibility for many legal immigrants.

**SSA would like a specific list of immigrant categories for denial. They feel the denial
of all legal immigrants is too broad.
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Re: Timing of Denial

SSA is also concerned re: the impact of the bills. Although the House bill allows current
SSI recipients to receive benefits for one year and the Senate bill allows continued

receipt until January 1, 1997, _many elderly may not have sponsors to fund their care and

may be "left out in the cold."

Tom believes that both the House and Senate bills offer states the option of denying
state benefits, as well.

**SSA would like to see all current recipients "grandfathered in" so that only new
immigrants would be affected.

Re: Deeming Sponsor’s Income

Under current law, once eligible, applicants for SSI must include their sponsors’ income
in their estimated income for three years.

Deeming currently applies only to those individuals who have sponsors, not refugees,
asylees, parolees or those who become blind or disabled after entering the country. Both
the House and Senate bills would eliminate these exemptions to require deeming for all
legal immigrants.

In ’93-94 the three-year deeming requirement was extended to five years. This extension
expires in January 1996.

The Simpson bill (S269) requires the sponsor to support the immigrants for 40 quarters

regardless of citizenship.

The House bill includes a provision for making affidavits of sponsorship legally binding
and for collecting from the sponsor up to ten years after the receipt of benefits.

SSA believes enforcement of this will be problematic because it requires the benefit
agency to go after sponsors retroactively.
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Re: The Simpson Bill

The Simpson bill is the same as the Senate bill except that it offers broader defmltlons
of eligibility and allows all legal immigrants to qualify for benefits.

However, like the House bill it makes affidavits of sponsorship legally binding and
requires sponsor to support immigrant for 40 quarters regardless of citizenship.

**SS A prefers the Simpson bill to the other Senate proposal, because it allows for
continued eligibility of legal aliens.




TO:

Diana Fortuna

FROM:  Jean Martin%{”‘/

RE:

DATE:

Confirmation of Facts re: SSI and Legal Immigrants

June 12, 1995

This morning, I confirmed with Tom Perritt, the following information regarding the SSI
and legal immigrants question. I am not certain if any of it has a place in the memo to
the President:

/im

All three bills (House, Senate and Simpson) offer no exemptions from deeming

for refugees, asylees, parolees and people who became disabled after entering the

uU.s
: MWV/?” e

Under Simpson, all lawfully admitted permanent residents (LAPRs) retain their
eligibility for SSI but are subject to the 40 quarters deeming provision.

Currently, the House bill includes a provision for allowing people whose disability
does not allow them to take the citizenship test to retain their SSI eligibility. Big
question is how this will be defined. SSA believes the provision is open-ended
enough that states could use the SSI definition and therefore, maintain all legal
immigrants’ eligibility. SSA suspects that this will be sorted out further in
conference.




EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT
12-Jun-1995 02:54pm

TO: Diana M. Fortuna

FROM: Richard E. Green

Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRD

SUBJECT: RE: SSI restrictions (not for kids) in welfare reform

. With the caveat that these aré rough estimates, I have nymbers for

the House bill and for a Simpson proposal. We don't have an
estimate for the Senate Finance bill at the monment, but its
provisions are harsher than the Simpson proposal. Five-year
totals (FY1996-2000) are:

House bill $6.4 billion
Simpson bill $8.5 billion

Let me know if you need a different time-period (e.g., 7 years, 10
years).



EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT
12-Jun-1995 03:48pm

. TO:- : Diana M. Fortuna

FROM: Richard E. Green

Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRD

SUBJECT: RE: SSI restrictions (not for kids) in welfare reform

The Branch's immigration specialist tells me the five-year number
for HR 4 is more like $17 billion. The SSI figure is good -- the
two biggest programs making up the difference are Medicaid and
Food Stamps. HR 4 also has a number of smaller program effects,
e.g., student loans. '

I have "handy" a seven-year extrapolation of the House 5-year
number -- $102 billion -- and a seven-year number for the Senate
that combines Finance Committee and Budget Committee action to
date (therefore a rough estimate) of $116 billion.
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classes of aliens, such as the elderly, veterans, and immigrants
disabled after entry.

We have not made this issue a priority in our comments on the
welfare reform bill to date, and have therefore not been actively
pushing our deeming proposal during the recent debate on the
Hill. The conference will be a more appropriate time for us to
weigh in, once we have ascertained how much support the various
approaches/ Senator Simpson is garnering.

cC: Leon Panetta
Anthony Lake




DRAFT

June 12, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT |
. FROM; Carol Rasco
-SUBJECT: Attached Clipping on SSI and Elderly Immigrants
You had sent me the attached Washington Post article on the

growth in the number of elderly permanent residents on SSI and
noted that we need a careful position on the issue.

In our welfare reform bill, we took the position that deeming of
the sponsor's income under the SSI program (as well as AFDC and
food stamps) should be five years. This period would be longer
if the sponsor's annual income was above the U.S. median family
income. In that case, the immigrant would not be eligible for
benefits until citizenship.

However, since that time, the House and the Senate Finance
Committee have both acted on this issue. As the article notes,
the House would bar legal immigrants from receipt of Medicaid,
SSI, school lunch, and other Federal programs, with an exception
for those older than 75 who have lived in the U.S. for at least
five years. The Senate Finance Committee proposes to bar legal
immigrants from receipt of SSI, except those who are older than
65 who have worked in the U.S. at least 10 years (long enough to
- qualify for SSDI and old-age benefits). Both would also exempt
recent refugees and veterans. These changes generate a lot of
savings/ would constitute a large portion of the savings in each
bill: $-- billion out of $-- billion in the House, and $--
billion out of $-- billion in the Senate Finance.

One very recent development is Senator Simpson's immigration
proposal. Senator Simpson would require an immigrant's sponsor
to agree to financially support the sponsored individual until
the sponsored individual has worked in the U.S. for 40 qualifying
quarters. The bill would save $8.5 billion over five years. In
our comments on Simpson's bill, we said that, while the
Administration strongly supports making the affidavit of support
legally binding, we have reservations about setting the period of
obligation and deeming at 40 qualifying quarters, as it could
lead to deeming even after the immigrant becomes a naturalized
citizen. This feature of Simpson's bill was criticized by others
in the attached Washington Post article over the weekend.

We offered to work with Simpson's Subcommittee to establish a
reasonable deeming policy that addresses all concerns. We
suggested that one option could be to deem sponsored immigrants
for 10 years or until citizenship, with exemptions for certain



EXECUTTIVE OF FICE OF THE PRESIDENT

31-May-1995 05:21pm

TO: Stephen C. Warnath
TO: Diana M. Fortuna
FROM: Carol H. Rasco
Economic and Domestic Policy
CC: Jeremy D. Benami
CC: Julie E. Demeo

SUBJECT: article on immigrant elderly

- You will receive more than likely tomorrow a clipping that the

President forwarded to me on elderly immigrants. He noted we need
a careful position on the issue. I would suggest a brief memo on
the issue with any recs, etc. be prepared for me to share with him
early next week. Let me know if you have further questions once
you see the article. :

Thanks.

DaredMoadn
wa Q(QS - el X
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citizens and legal permanent residents from countries other than
Cuba. Furthermore, we presently do not count the number of
parolees as family-sponsored immigrants for purposes of the

world-wide and par-country ceiling and see no reason to do so
now.

establishes the various effective dates of the
provisions of the Immigrant Control and Financial Responsibility
Act of 1995.

We support this section.

Title II--FINANCIAL RESPONSIDILITY.
PART 1--RECEIPT OF CERTAIN PUBLIC BENEFITS

Part 1 of Title II of S. 269 contains provisions affecting
tne eligibility of legal and illegal aliens for certain benefits.
While the Administration bill does not include comparable
provisions, we support relnforcing current law restrictions that
prevent illegal aliens from being aligible for most Federal
public assistance., We also supporl reasonable extensions of the
deeming policies that require sponsors to maintain a financial
conmitment to aliens they have sponscored. However, there are a
‘nunber of specific problems under the various provisions of S.
269 as dratted that we believe should be remedied. Our pousitions .
on the individual alien eligibility provisions are outlined in
the following sectioneby-section discussion.

defines "eligible alien" as an alien: lawfully
admitted for permanent residence; granted refugee or asylee
status; whose deportation has been withheld under saction 243(h)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act; or vho has been granted
parole for a period of 1 year or more. All other aliens would be
‘ineligible aliens' and would not be eligible for needs-based
benefite under any Fedaeral, state, or local program, except: (1)
emergency medical services under title XIX of the Social Security
Act; (2) short-term emergency disaster relief; (3) assistance or
benafits under the National School Lunch Act; (4) assistance or
penefits under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966; and (5) public
health assistance for immunizations and for testing and treatment
for communicabla diseases. Ineligible aliens would be ineligible
to receive any grant, contract, loan, professional license, or
commercial licensa provided or funded by any Federal, state, oOr
local goverrment. Only aliens eligible to work would be able to
receive unemployment benefits.

This section also requires the Secretary of the Department
of Housing and Tirban Davelopment (HUD) , within 90 days of the
date of enactment, to submit a report to tha Committees on
Banking and Cnmmittees on the Judiciary of the House and Senate
describing how HUD is enforcing section 214 of Housing &

36
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Community Development Act of 1980, including statistics of
inaividuals denied assistance.

This_section also limits benefits under the Social Security
Act to United States citizens and eligible aliens who have been
granted work authorization and then only those benefits
attributable to the authorized employment. Ineligible aliens may
not be reimbursed amounts paid into Social Security
Administration accounts.

While we support the goal of establishing a uniform
definition of alien eligibility, we have reservations about
section 201 as drafted. The provision would affect many diverse
Fedaral, state, and local programs; represent a new mandate to

many state and local governments; and target current immigrant
beneficiaries.

We encourage you to examine the definition of eligible alien
as the Adninistration proposed in its welfare reform bill
introduced last year, the "Work and Responsibility Act of 1994."

We recommend this definition of eligibility apply to the
four primary neaeds-based programs--AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, and Food
Stamps. Wa would also allow state and local programs of cash and
medical general assistance to utilize the same alien eligibility
criteria. Finally, we support the provision in section 201 that
would retain the current law provisien for illegal aliens to
receive only emergency medical services under Medicaid.

The Administration approach would avoid a number of

. problems. For exampla, the 2ligibility provision in §. 269 could

, be read to deny needs-based, education-related services and
assistanca paid for with Federal, State, or local funds--excapt
for services under the National School Lunch Act--to undocunmented
alien children. Although the Federal Covernment could authorize
the exclusion of such alien children from elementary and
secondary schools, the principal reasona given by thc Supreme
Court in Plyler v. Doe for not permitting States to do so remain
powerful. In addition, students who are not undocumented aliens
could be stigmatized based on name or appearance, and parents,
fcarful of their children's safety or well-being, might keep them
at home. These results are in direct conflict with the
Administration's policy of encouraging better education for all
students. The definition of an “eligible alien™ in section
201(d) could be read to exclude certain post secondary students
currently eligible for student assistance under title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965; the negative consaequences of
varying eligibility requirements on these students and their
educational insLitutlons must be considered.

" This provision should furlher be clarifled s0 as nol Lo
apply to programs under section 214 of the Housing and Community

37
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Development Act of 1980, Without such clarification, this
provision would bar non-citizens from significant HUD mortgage

programs, Faederal Housing Administration contract programs, and
Community Developmant Block Grants. <ﬁji£7

Furthermore, the definition of "eligible alien® does not V//
include Cuban and Haitlan entrants as defined under section 501 ﬁ)b‘/
of the Refugee Rducation and Assistance Act of 1980. If Cuban q*;b”“
and Baitian entrants are not included in the list of eligible .

aliens, they no longer would be eligible for assistance and
services under the refugee program, nor would they be eligible
for the programs listed in section 203. The definition of
"ineligible alien® by its silence includes United States

nationals thus making natives of American Samoa ineligible for
benefits under this section.

Section 201(a)(3) requires agencies administering public
assistance programs to notify individually or by public notice
all ineligible aliens of the termination of their benefits. It
is not clear whether this section would impose a duty on agencies
to make eligibility determinations for each individual served.
There are nutrition programs that are not excepted for which it
‘would not ba cost-effective, or in some cases feasible, to
determine individual eligibility. These programs include soup
kitchens and food banks which are provided commodities under the
emergency food assistance program. We recommend that the
following programs be added to the list of exceptions: Soup
Kitchens, Food Banks, and Emergency Food Assistance Program.

As for section 201(c), this pravision would deny Social
Security benefits as well as Social Security tax refunds to
aliens legally admitted on a temporary basis to work in the
United States. The payment restrictions in this provision
violate the terms of tha bilateral Social Security totalization
agreements with 17 foreign countries, including Canada and
virtually all of Western Europe. Also, the U.S. has treaties
with other countries that require the U.S. to pay Social Security
benaefits to foreign treaty nationals on the same basis as U.S.
citizens. Legislation abrogating these agreements and treaties
would presumably laad to retaliatory restrictions on the payment
of such benefits by other countries to U.S. citizens.

The payment restrictions are also inconsistent with current
provisions of law that permit payment of benefits to aliens
outside the U.S. if they are citizens of a country whose social
ingsurance system does the same for U.S. citizens. About €5
countries meet this requirement,

Also the provision does not address the complex issue of
benefit cligibility for citizens who are dependents or survivors
of U.S. citizens, or ineligible aliens who are dependents or
survivors of U.5. citizcna.

38



06/06,/95 16:24 202 514 9149 DOJ OLA

oos

gec. 202 defines "public charge™ for purposes of deportation
as the receipt of certain benefits for an aggregate of more than
12 months in the first five years after entry as an immigrant or,
in the case of an individual who entered as 2 non-immigrant, the
first five years after adjustment to permanent resident status.
Such benefits are limited to one or more of the following
programs: AFDC, SS1, Medicaid, Pood Stamps, state general
assistance, or any other program of assistance funded in whole or
in part by the Federal government for which eligibility is based
on neced (except the exempted programs noted in section 201).

This section also provides that any alien who during the
public charge period beccmes a public charge, regardless of when
the cause arose, is deportable. This section exempts from the
public charge definition refugees and asylees. Further, if the
cause of the alien's becoming a public charge arose after entry
as an immigrant or, in the case of a non-immigrant, after
adjustment to permanent resident status, and was a physical
iliness or injury that kept the alien from working or a mental
disability that required continuous hospitalization.

This section also requires the Attorney General to review
applications for banefits under section 216, 245 or chapter 2 of
Title III of the INA to determine whether the exception to the
definition of public chargae applies. If the exception does not
apply, the Attorney General ghall institute deportation
procaadings unless she exercises discretion to withhold or
suspend deportation.

The legislation would require increased administrative
efforts to ascertain (1) whether an alien who had received
benefits for more than an aggregate of 12 months during the
public charge pariod vas rrceiving such benefits due to a "pre-
existing condition,® or one that arose since entry or since
adjustment of status; (2) whether a physical illness or injury
was so serious that the alien could not work at any job; or (3)
whether thc alien's mental disability required continuous
hospitalization. Since this section would create a number of
administrative and lcgal conmplexities as drafted, we do not.
endorse these provisions without further clarification or
amendment.

Furthermore, we urge the Subcommittee to clarify that this
provision does not limit the ability of the INS to establish its
enforcement priorities. For example, a requirement to institute
deportation proceedings against an alien considered a public
charge should not mandate the alien's removal prior to oxr in
place of the removal of an aggravated felon who threatens the
community.

39
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1 sets forth the requirements for a sponsor's
affidavit of support. It requires that the affidavit of support
be axecuted as a contract that ip onforceable against the sponsor
by the sponsored individual, the Federal government, a state,
dlstrict, territory or possession or any gubdivision thereof,
that provide any benefits to sponsored aeligible aliens. 1In the
arfidavit, the sponsor must agree to ¢inancially support the
sponsored individual until the aponsored individual has worked in
the U.S. for 40 qualifying quarters. A Sponaor nuet be age 18 or
over, a citizen or legal permanent resident, domiciled in any of
the several states of the United States, the District of
Columbia, or a territory or possession of the United States and
demonstrate an ability to maintain an annual income of at lcaet

125% poverty line for him or herself and the sponsored
individual.

The governnental entities are authorized to seek
reimbursement from sponsors of aliens who have received benefits,
and to bring suit against sponsors that do not reimburse the
relevant government agencies. No cause of action could be
brought against sponeors after 10 years from an alien's last
recaipt of benefits. The sponsor 18 required to notify the
Federal, state, and local governments of any change of the
sponeor's address.

The Administration strongly supports making the current
affidavit of support legally binding. However, we have
reservations about requiring the affidavit to be effective for 40
qualifying quarters, particularly as this requirement interacts
with the deeming provisions in section 204. We note that these
two sections would require a sponsored immigrant to remain
gubject to deeming provisions for a minimum of 10 years, or
potentially 5 years after becoming a citizen. We have
reservations about applying immigration restrictions to people
that have become full citizens of the United States.

Because discrimination between citizens on the basis of
national origin, even by the federal government, is in general
subject to strict scrutiny, this section may be subject to a
congtitutional challenge as applied to naturalized aliens, who
may be ineligible, golely because of their former status as
aliens, for benafits to vhich other citizens are entitled.
Hovever, the section might be defendad on the grounds that it
merely regqulates the process of naturalization, by making persons
who intend to become citizens ineligible for certain benefits,
even after their naturalization. On that theory, the section
night be upheld as a valid exercise of Congress' power over
immigration. We are unable at this time to opine dafinitively on
the constitutional issue presented.

In addition, the definition of qualifying quarter is
unworkable. Section 203 (£) (3) (A) dafines "qualifying gquarter" as

40
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a 3-month period in which the sponsored individual has earned tha
minimum amount necessary for the period to count as a Social
security quarter of coverage. gince the implementation of annual.
wage reporting in 1978, SSA no longer maintains quarterly records
of earnings and Lhus could not determina the amount earned in 2a

calendar gquarter. Quarters of coverage are Now pased on annual
earnings.

we strongly suggest that rather than basing the time period
for the legally binding affidavit on the immigrant working 40
qualifying quarters, that the leglislation specify a period of 10
years or until the immigrant naturalizes.

Nevertheless, sec. 203(b) should provide 180 days--not 80
days--to develop a new affidavit of support ln light of the
complex interagency consultations called for by the provision.

We suggest that the Secretary of Treasury and the Comnissioner of
Social Security be included in the list of those responsible for
formulating the new affidavit of support since determlning which
immigrants have worked for 40 qualifying quarters would
potentially involve activities managed by those agencies.

Furthermore, it should be claritied that notirications of
changes of address should be nmade to the Attorney General and
that the Attorney General--not the Commissioner of Soclal
Security--shall promulgate regulations to carry out actions to
obtain reimbursement for any federal or state assistance raeceived
by the sponsored individual. '

Section 203(e) would require that no state court may decline
jurisdiction over any action brought against a sponsor for
reimbursement of the costs of a benefit if the sponsored
individual received assistance while residing in the state.

We do not object to this provision.

Sec. 204 requires that in determining the eligibility for
and amount of benafits of an individual (whether a citizen or
national of the United States or an alien) under any Federal
program of assistance, or any program of assistance funded in
whole or in part by the federal government for which eligibility
is bacad on need, the entire amonnt of income and rasources of
the sponsor and sponsor's spouse would be presumed to be
available to the individual. This saction may also apply to any
state or local program of assistance for which eligibility is
based on need, or any need-based program of assistance
adninistered by a state or local government.

This "deeming" period would continue for the period for
which the sponsor has agreed in the affidavit or for five years

11
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from the date the alian was first lawfully in the United Stataes,
whichever period is longer. Thus, immigrants that signed the new
attidavit of support under saction 203 would be deemed for a
minimum of 10 years in order to meet the reguirement of working
40 qualifying quarters. As mentionad under section 203, this .

requirement may lead to deeming even after.the immigrant had
become a naturalizea citizen.

While we support the goal of maklng sponsors more
responsible for the immigrants they sponscor, we have strong
resarvations about section 204 as drarted. This section would
target current immigrant bereficiaries; apply to immigrants that
have become naturalized citizens if they have signed the nav
affidavit of support; repeal the current law exemption from
deeming for sponsored immigrants who become disabled after entry;
arfect many diverse Federal prograns--including Medicaid; create
nevw administrative complexities and requirements; and change tha
current deeming formula to include 100 percent of a sponsor's
income and resources. By attributing 100 percent of a sponsor's
income and resources to the sponsored immigrant, section 204 does
not take into account the needs of the sponsor and his or her
family. Legal challen?es pay alsc arise where the spouse was not

a signatory to the aff davit or the spouse is separated from the
Sponsor.

The Administration proposed strenithening the deening
provisions in its welfare reform bill introduced last year, the
wWork and Responeibility Act of 1994," and we would like to work
with the Subcommittee to establish a reasonable deeming peolicy
that addresses the concerns identified above. [OI exanple, one
option would be to generally deem sponsored immigrants unt.

SI¥Tzarmrip UNder_the AFD 5nd Food Atamp programs and
APP s wATicy To future applicants, with exemptlons 10T
certain classma of aliens, such as he elderly, veterans,

1mmigragE5;ﬂ53gngﬂllizillzﬁiif‘f'T—'ix--a ing legal immigrants.
o alscsupport providing state and ocal governments with TD
authority to implement the same deeming rules under their cash
gcnaral assistance programs as the Federal governmaent uses in its
cash welfare progranms.

sec, 205 authorizes ctate and local governments to prohibit
or limit assistance to aliens and to distinguish among classes of
aliens in providing ganeral public assistance so long as the
restrictions are no more restrictive than that of comparable
Federal programs.

We support this provision.
Sec. 206 denies eligibility for the earned income tax credit
to individuals who are not, for the ontire tax year, United
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states citizens or lawful permanent recsident aliens. It amends
section 32(c) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating
te individuals eligible to claim the earned income tax credit) by
adding that tha term "eligible individual® does not include any
individual who doas not include on his or her tax return the
individual's taxpayer jdentification number and their spouse's
taxpayer identification nunber (if married). The section further
provides that for purposes of the earned income tax credit a
social security number issued to an individual pursuant to clause
(II) (or that portion of clause (III) that relates to clause
(I1)) of section 205(c) (2) (B) (1) of the Social Security Act,
ie., to qualify for federal benefits, would not gsatisfy the
taxpaycr identification nunber reporting requirement. The
cection also authorizes IRS to use simplified procedures if a
taxpayer claiming the oarned incoma tax credit omits a correct
taxpayer identification nunber.

We support this provision. The president's FY 1996 Budget
contained a similar provision.

(Treasury to reviaw: This provision limits RITC eligibility
to U.S. citizens and lawful permanent resident aliens.]

Sec., 207 requires that whoever falsely makes, forges,
counterfeits, mutilates, oY alters the seal of any U.S.
department or agency, ©or any copy thcreof; knowingly uses,
affixes, or lmpresses such altered seal or copy to or upon any
instrument; or with fraudulent intent poceesses, salls, offers to
sell, furnishes, offers to furnish, gives away, offers to give

' away, transports, vlfers to transport, importe, or offers to

! import any such seal or copy, knowing it to have been falsely
made, shall be fined under this title, or impriconed for up to -]
years, or both. If any of the above was done with the intent or
effect of facilitating an unlawful alien's application for, or
receipt of a federal benefit, the penalties which may be imposed
for each offense shall be double Lhe maximum fine, and thrce
times the maximum imprisonment, or both. Each instance of
forgery, counterfeiting, mutilation, or alteration shall
constitute a separate offense.

Wwe support this provision.

Sec. 208 permits a State that is certified by Lhae Attorney
General as having high illegal impigration, to establish and
operate a program for the placement ot anti-fraud investigators
in Statae, county, and private hospitals to verify the immigration
status and income elig bility of applicants tor medical
assistance under the State plan prior to the furnishing of
nedical assistance.
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We note that this would be permitted under current law, and
thus the provision is unnecessary.

. bars costs, attorney feea or expcnocs from being
avarded under the Equal Access to Justice Act in any civil action
prought by or on behalf of any individual who is not a United
States citizen or legal permanent resident.

(Awaiting reconciliation of the following two positions)

INS: We do not support this provision. The EAJA contains
gufficient satequards against litigation abuse and is available
only if the alien is the prevailing party. Thaere is no basis
upon which to distinguish among classes of allens, particularly

with respect to refugees and asylees, regarding access to the
courts.

CIV: We have no position on this provision, but belleve that

EAJA does not contain sufficient safeguards against litigation
abuse.

sec, 211 authorizes the collection of a $1 land border fas
for each individual entering the U.S. as a pedestrian or in a
noncommercial conveyance. Compercial conveyance fes shall be set
by the Attorney General in consultation with the Secretary of
State. The Attorney General may establish frequent crosser

discount and contract with private and public sector entities to
collect the fee.

The section also provides that funds ghall be deposited into
the Fee Account as offsetting receipts and remain available until
expended. The funds may be used to pay tor inspection services
and related expenses. Unused funds may be used for Border
security, including hiring additional Border Patrol agents.

Revenues may be spent on providing inspection services and
maintaining inspection facilities: axpanding, operating and
maintaining information systems for nonimmigrant controlj
employing additional permanent and temporary inspectors) ninor
construction costs, including commuter lanes; detecting
fraudulent documents; and administering the border fee. Excess
funde may be spent on additional border patrol, support and
equipment resources. Any additional excese funds may be spent on
deportations.

The administration proposal also calls for a land border
user fee. We recommcnd that section 211 be modified to be
consistent with the key features of our proposal, which provides
local flexibility en collaecting such a fae. Our proposal adds a
naw subsection 286(s) to the INA, authorizing the Attorney
General to charge and collect a border serviceas user fee for
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every land border sntry, including persons arriving at U.S.
borders by ferry. Thae fea is to be collected in U.S. currency
and is set at $1.50 for each non-commercial conveyanco, and $.76
for each pedestrian. Tha Administration will soon transmit
legislation authorizing the Department of Treasury to collcct and
gpend a parallel fee for Customs-related activities. Commercial
passenger conveyances will ba c¢harged the pedestrian fees for the

operator and each passenger, except that ferry crewnen are not
subject to the fes.

The Administration proposal provides for funding of start-pp
costs. The fees proposed in this section are tco low to generate
the funds needed to accomplish the goal of timely and effective
land border inspection.

The Administration propesal also provides for a "local
option" which allows each State to determine at which, if any,
ports the fee is to be collected. A State that exercises this
local option may establish a Border Service councll ror each port
to develop priorities for use of the fees collected, for :
submigsion to the Commissioner. The Commiesgioner must consider
these priorities in funding port services. Funds remaining after
payment of the costs of port services are to be granted to the
Councils to spend on port-related enhancements. The Commisslioner
will allocate enhancement funds for ports that do not set up a
Border Service Council.

Section 212 authorizes additional commuter border crossing
fees pilot projects, one on the northern land border and another
one on the southern land border.

The Administration proposal provides for projects along the
southern and northern land borders and does not limit the number
of pilet projects that may be established. We recommend that S.
269 adopt the Administration proposal.

~ §ec. 213 removes the current exemption from payment of the
$6 immigration user fea for cruise ship passengers.

This provision is similar to the Administration's proposal,
and wo support ite inclusion in tha Committee Amendment to S.
269. '

Sec. 221 establiches the offective dates for the sections of
this title. The date of enactment is the effective date except
in the case of the section related to benefits (recaived or
applied for on or arter the date of enactment) and the section
authorizing a border services user fee (which shall be BiX months
after the date of enactment).

45



08/06/95 16:29 ©T202 514 9148 DUJ ULA

-y VA

The new definition of eligible alien (coction 201) and the 5
year deeming pericd (section 204) would apply to benefits being
receiveda at the time of enactment, and affect currcnt recipients:
as well as future applicants. We have reservations about
applying the new deeming and eligibility provisions to current
recipients. Benefits received after the date of enactment would
be counted towards the new public charge provisions (section
(202), and we are concerned about the ability to adequately
inform current immigrants of the new rules concerning public
charge and the potential for becoming deportable.

The provisions with the greatest ss1 impact--the definition
of "eligible alien™ and sponsor-to-alien deeming=-would be
effective upon enactment. Such an effective date would require
the immediate removal from the SSI rolls of a number of aliens
now considered to be "permanently residing in the United States
under colo-of-law (PRUCOL) because they would not meet Lhe
definition of "eligible alien" and require SSA to contact aliens
who are currently exempt from deeming--i.e., rerugees, asylees,
parolees, and immigrants who became blind or disabled after
entry--who have entered within the past 5 years to determine if
they have sSponsors.

while the magnitude of the administrative effort required
for such determinations would be much less under the Committee
Amendment than the original version of S. 269, we still prefer
the approach used in the Administration's welfare reform bill
last year for grandfathering current recigients and having the
new deening requirements apply to new app ications. Such
grandfathering would likely have only a minimal program cost
effect since the number of PRUCOL aliens is relatively smail
(around 30,000), and many could immediately convert to lawfully
adnitted for permanent residence status. Very few refugees,
asylees, and paroclees have SDPONEOIs, and maintaining the current-
law deeming rules would only last, at a paximum, five years.

Mr. Chairman, we want to work with you on bipartisan
immigration enforcement legislation that is in the national
interest. We have emphasized the core areas of worksite
enforcement, border control, criminal alien deportation and
authorizing critical resources to the INS.

sections 116 and 131 would amend the INA to authorize an
adninistrative law judge to increase the civil penaltias for
knowingly employing ineligible aliens and for document fraud
where willful or rcpcated violations of specified labor standards
laws are found. We believe this authority should be extended to
cover immigration-relatcd discriminatien, as covared by section
274B(g) of the INA.

of particular iﬁportance {n the Administration's bill are
covcdination of aggressive law enforcement efforts of the
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Departmcnt of Labor and the Department of Justice to and the jeb
magnet for unauthorized aliens; the enhancement and support of
investigatory and prosccutorial weapons against alien smugglers
and employers who profit from undocumented aliens; a border
services user fee; and the mcasurcd and deliberate creation of
pilot projects to establish employment verification systems that
are cost—effective, free from dicorimination and invasions of
privacy, and not susceptible to fraud. comprehensive immigration
enforcement legislation should advance these principles and we
stand ready to assist you and Subcommittee members in this
regard.

The office of Management and Budget has advised that thecre
is no objection to tha submission of this report from the
standpoint of the Administration's program.

Sinceraly,

Kent Markus
Acting Assistant Attorney General
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EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF T HE PRESIDENT

'09-Jun-1995 06:58pm

TO: Diana M. Fortuna

FROM: Jeremy D. Benami
Domestic Policy Council

CC: Bruce N. Reed

CC: ' Stephen C. Warnath

SUBJECT: RE: POTUS inquiry on SSI elderly

the framework of the response looks good. I can give you details
on our proposal last year -- deem everyone for five years, deem
those with sponsors above median income till citizenship -- but I
don't know the other info.
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June 7, 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Carol Rasco
SUBJECT: Attached Clipping on SSI and Elderly Immigrants
You had sent me the attached Washington Post article on the

growth in the number of elderly permanent residents on SSI and
noted that we need a careful position on the issue.

In our welfare ref

, We took the positiom that we support
reinforeingcurr iotd h i i

PRy o oOn 3 Nreven =Ya b2 l,'.LellS
from-being—-eligible mgst- Federal public assistanees We also

support -reasonable-e ic:ms\ of the Eieemlillg_, ...pci\i\c.:éfs/ghai_:\
require sponsors to\maifatain a fimaneial—commitme to aliens

t § hav onsored. (¢#Xplain our deeming proposal more fully
here??)

However, since tha _time, the\House and the Senate Finance
Committee have both\ acted on this issue. As the article notes,
the House would barj)legal immigrants from receipt of Medicaid,

SSI, school lunch and other federa-_programi&egfzggg,jorylegai-
immigrantsswhe are older than 75 have 1i in the U.S. at

least five years, gecent refugees and ve"ﬁcﬁle Senate
would bar legal immigrants from receipt of SSI-except those who
are older than 65 and have worked at least 10 years in the United
States (long enough to qualify for SSDI and old-age benefits),
recent refugees and veterans.. These changes constitute a large
portion of the savings in each bil(§$18-21 billion out of S$&¢=&3
billion in the House (gaing¢d from cuts in a combination of
programs), and $10-11 billion out of $IE=a#=5 billion (gained
specifically from cuts in ([SSI)in t¥se Senate Finance.

— J %JU/L k’j ’(/g
One very recent development is Senator Simpso?;é immigration
proposal. Senator Simpson would offer broader/definitions of
eligibility, allowing legal immigrants to continue to receive
benefits. However, Simpson makes sponsorship legally binding
such that the sponsor is required to, suppgrt the immigrant for
forty quarters, “tn—some=casss, evenf%fteﬂaihat immigrant becomes
a citizen. His proposal is more similar to ours in that legal
immigrants may still receive benefits; however, the deeming
period for sponsor’s income is extended.”

In our overall comments on Simpson’s bill, we said that the
Administration strongly supports making)the current affidavit of
support legally binding. However, we Pave reservations about

S B
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requiring the affidavift to be effective for 40 qualifying
quarters|, We have resgrvations about applying immigration
restrictions to people have become full citizens of the
United States. We strongly suggest that, rather than basing the
time period for the legally binding affidavit on 40 qualifying
quarters, the legislation specify-a.period of ten years or until
—immigrant_naturalizes{ While we support the goal of making
sponsors more responsible for the immigrants they sponsor, we
object to Simpson’s repeal of the current law exemption for
sponsored immigrants who become disabled after entry and the
changing of the current deeming formula to include 100% of a
sponsor’s income and resources. We believe such changes do not
take into account the needs of the sponsor and his or her family.
Finally, we prefer grandfathering current recipients and having
the new deeming requirements apply only to new applications.

We have not made this issue a priority in our comments on the
welfare reform bill to date, and have therefore not been actively
pushing our deeming proposal during the recent debate on the

Hill. The conference will be a more appropriate time for us to
weigh in, once we have ascertained how much support Senator
Simpson is garnering.
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Diana - consider for insertion into Carol-POTUS memo

In our welfare reform bill, we took the position that deeming of
the sponsor's income under the SSI program (as well as AFDC and
Food Stamps) should be five years. This period would be longer
if the sponsor's annual income was above the U.S. median family
income. In that case, the immigrant would not be eligible for
benefits until citizenship.

One very recent development is Senator Simpson's immigration
proposal. Senator Simpson would require an immigrant's sponsor
to agree to financially support the sponsored individual until
the sponsored individual has worked in the U.S. for 40 qualifying
quarters. In our overall comments on Simpson's bill, we said
that while the Administration strongly supports making the
affidavit of support legally binding, we have reservations about

g & setting the period of obligation and deeming at 40
ifying quarters, as it could lead to deeming even after the
immigrant and become a naturalized citizen.

We offered to work with the Subcommittee to establish a
reasonable deeming policy that addresses all concerns. We
suggested that one option could be to generally deem sponsored
immigrants for 10 years or until citizenship, with exemptions for
certain classes of aliens, such as the elderly, veterans, and
immigrants disabled after entry.

;>
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TO: Diana Fortuna

FROM: Jean Martin
SUBJECT: Legal Aliens and SSI
DATE: June 5, 1995

Based on review of the Washington Post article and my other notes on
entitlement funding for aliens, the current situation regarding SSI recipiency
by illegal aliens may be characterized as follows:

1) The number of legal aliens receiving SSI is high and is increasing.

Legal immigrants are 12% of all SSI recipients and 30% of all SSI recipients
age 65 and older. 738,000 legal aliens received SSI in December 1994.

Since 1982, the number of legal aliens receiving SSI increased 580%,
reflecting an increase in immigration.

2) Legal alien receipt of SSI represents a significant cost to the federal
government. The current Senate proposal promises $10-11 billion savings over
five years if legal immigrants are barred from receiving SSI. (See attached
side-by-side for more specific comparison of current law, House and Senate
bills.)

3) Most legal aliens receiving SSI do not receive Social Security.

77% of elderly immigrant SSI recipients do not receive Social Security, versus
o f elderly native recipients. (Source: Public Welfare, Spring 1994,
Vol. 52. No.2) . \

3 V\/\/\D U'QO"%—QM ‘GL/L'
This suggests that SSI may serve as a gap—filler when Social Security cannot
be accessed because elderly immigrants’ term of residence is too short.

4) For many legal immigrants, SSI represents the only source of affordable
health care and the only safety net against falling below poverty.

5) SSI facilitates immigrant family reunification by making it economically
feasible for U.S. citizens to bring elderly immigrant parents to the United
States.

6) SSI supports "obligations" to refugees and veterans. (This may have
foreign policy implications.)



SSI and Legal Aliens
p.2

Given these facts and the Administration’s current focus on cost-cutting,
specifically on cutting benefits for U.S. citizens, several possible policies
may be considered:

To contain cost, the House proposal goes furthest toward saving revenue;
however, because the proposal involves cuts in several programs, it is unclear.
what percentage of this savings will result specifically from barring receipt :)
of S8SI. The actual savings from SSI is likely to be closer to the Senate \
estimate.

To prohibit use of SSI as a gap-filler for Social Security, the Senate
proposal eliminates only those recipients who have not bought into the Social
Security system by restricting eligibility to those over 65 who have worked at

least ten years. o Lovu} NESIRY laovy +> /v ?

To protect only the oldest (and likely most disabled) part of the legal
immigrant population,the House proposal will offer exemption for those over 75
who have lived in the country at least five years.

Across a proposals, there is consensus on two issues:

1) Both the House and Senate proposals protect refugees and veterans from
cuts. It may be advisable that any adopted policy protect these sensitive
populations.

2) Both proposals require a certain period of residency before benefits can be
received. This period is in addition to the three-year deeming period under
current law, during which legal immigrants cannot receive benefits. The House
proposal requires 5 years residency for exempted populations (except refugees
and veterans). The Senate proposal requires 10 years residency and work. To 7
support a sense that immigrants should "earn" their way ints the system, any
adopted policy may wish to include a residency requirement.

In the end, to balance the desire for cost containment with humanitarian
concerns, the Administration may wish to consider:

1) Barring receipt of Social Securit?:to those over 65 with less than ten
years residency, wherein legal aliems may eventually "earn/work" their way
into the system.

2) Allowing a grandfather clause such that immigrants currently receiving SSI
do not lose their benefits. '

3) Allowing refugees and veterans to continue to receive benefits
uninterrupted.

Such a proposal should result in cost savings similar to the Senate proposal
although over a longer period of time because it will apply only to newly-
entering residents. Such a proposal will also be less of a burden on state
and local governments (who will likely be forced to pick up the care of the
denied group) because after ten years, as the population ages and cost of care
increases, the legal immigrants will eventually fall back into the SSI safety
net.

I hope this compilation is useful. Please let me know if I may be of help in
doing any further analysis or research on this issue.

attached: Pros and Cons
Side-by-Side



RESTRICTING SSI COVERAGE FOR LEGAL ALIENS:

PROS AND CONS

PROS

° House bill saves $18-21 billion (incorporating cuts from other programs); Senate bill saves
$10-11 billion. (Both figures are over five years.)

L May reduce incentive for immigration of foreign-born elderly, preventing United States
from being used as "retirement home."

° Creates an incentive for legal immigrants to apply for citizenship (unclear exactly what
benefit this will have as legal immigrants already pay taxes and are different from citizens
only in that they cannot vote: incentive for citizenship may be viewed as an incentive for
better assimilation as citizenship requires knowledge of English, etc. and enables full
political participation)

® Seems a necessary prerequisite to any cuts in benefits for U.S. citizens.

CONS

L Will cause some elderly legal immigrants to fall below the poverty level. (Application for
citzenship is impossible for many as low education levels make learning English
impossible.) __ € y jﬂu\e ,9

o Will eliminate the only means for some legal immigrants to get health care.

® May make it economically impossible for U.S. citizens to care for elderly legal immigrant
parents.

° May make it economically impossible for U.S. citizens to bring elderly familymembers to
the United States, making it difficult for immigrating families to reunify.

® May shift the burden of caring for elderly legal immigrants to the state and local
governments.

® May reduce immigration of foreign-born elderly, possibly keeping out individuals who
could make valuable contributions to U.S. society.

® Denies any "special obligation" for the U.S. to provide for refugees: may have foreign
policy implications (although at least some refugees are exempt under both the House and
Senate plans.)

o Reassesses the role of legal immigrants in society not based on economic, social, and

cultural contributions but based on use of public assistance.



SSI COVERAGE FOR LEGAL ALIENS

CURRENT LAW HOUSE PROPOSAL SENATE PROPOSAL
SSI Coverage: SSI Coverage: SSI Coverage:

Legal Permanent Residents
are barred from cash
assistance during a three-
year deeming period during
which sponsors income is
deemed to be theirs.

After that those legal
immigrants over 65 and
aged, blind or disabled are
eligible to receive SSI
according to laws

Bars most legal immigrants
from receipt of Medicaid, SSI,
school lunch and other federal
programs

¢ P“”W

1) older than 75 and have lived
in the U.S. at least five years

Gives states the option of
barring legal immigrants from
receipt of AFDC and bars
most legal immigrants from
receipt of SSI

X immi h

1) older than 65 and have
worked at least 10 years in the
U.S. (long engugh to qualify
for SSDXand®ld-age benefits)

fveel o\ slee g (g

governing SSI eligibility. 2) fecent refugees 2) recent refugees
7
3) veterans 3) veterans
Cost Savings: none Cost Savings: (over five years) | Cost Savings:(over five years)

$ 18 billion - 21 billion
(from combination of program
cuts not just SSI)

= 1/3 of all savings promised
by House Welfare Reform

$10 ballion - $11 billion

= 40% of all savings promised
by Senate Welfare Reform

S\\'{\/\G)S T — %’Mﬂ-,
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June 13, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Carol Rasco Ul@, \L

-~ ,_._//,——“\
SUBJECT: Attached Clipping on(EEE and Elderi?blmmigrants

You had sent me the attached Washington Post article on the
growth in the number of elderly permanent residents on SSI and
noted that we need a careful position on the issue.

In our welfare reform bill, we took the position that the income
of an immigrant’s sponsor should be deemed available to the
immigrant for a period of five years for the purposes of
determining eligibility for SSI, as well as AFDC and food stamps.
This period would be longer if the sponsor’s annual income was
above the U.S. median family income. In that case, the immigrant
would not be eligible for benefits until citizenship.

However, since that time, the House and the Senate Finance
Committee have both acted on this issue as part of their welfare
reform bills. As the article notes, the House would bar legal
immigrants from receipt of Medicaid, SSI, school lunch, and other
Federal programs, with an exception for those older than 75 who
have lived in the U.S. for at least five years. The Senate
Finance Committee approach is tougher. It would bar legal
immigrants from receipt of SSI, except those who are older than
65 who have worked in the U.S. at least 10 years (long enough to
qualify for SSDI and old-age benefits). Both would also exempt
recent refugees and veterans. These measures result in
significant savings within each bill: $6 billion out of $69
billion in savings in the House welfare reform bill, and
approximately $10-11 billion out of $32 billion in savings in the
Senate Finance version.

One very recent development is Senator Simpson’s immigration
proposal. Senator Simpson would require an immigrant’s sponsor
to agree to financially support the sponsored individual until
the sponsored individual has worked in the U.S. for 40 qualifying
quarters. The bill would save $8.5 billion over five years. In
our comments on Simpson’s bill, we said that, while the
Administration strongly supports making the affidavit of support
legally binding, we have reservations about setting the period of
obligation and deeming at 40 qualifying quarters, as it could
lead to deeming even after the immigrant becomes a naturalized
citizen. This feature of Simpson’s bill was criticized by others
in the attached Washington Post article over the weekend.
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The Washington Post,

Senate Measure

On Immigrants
.Draws Protest

I"u

ra

Beneﬁts Limits Apply
Even After Citizenship

By Barbara Vobejda

Washingtoa Post Staff Writer

Y R

v ‘The Senate welfare reform bill
vou]d make it more difficult for legal
mumgrants to receive benefits even
alter they become citizens, which
jdmigrant groups claim would vio-
late long-standing tradition by creat-
ing two classes of citizens.
“ “Republican legislation in the
House and Senate calls for restrict-
mgwelfare aid to legal immigrants.
But only in the Senate bill do the re-
“strictions extend beyond the point at
“which immigrants become citizens.
™4t means that a naturalized citi-
“zen’doesn’t have all the rights of a
!Titizen who was born here,” said Josh

LBemstem a policy analyst with the

-Natlonal Immigration Law Center.
“We re asking people to pledge alle-
= gidiice to the country, take on the

ofull tesponsibilities of citizenship, but

—weé're wnhholdmg some of the bene-
«fits.of citizens.”

= - A spokesman for Sen. Alan K.
-Slmpson (R-Wyoa.), who proposed
«the language, dismissed arguments
-Jhat the policy would be unfair to im-
~migrants who become citizens.
=: .For Simpson, said Richard W.
=Day, chief counsel to the Judiciary
Timmigration subcommittee, “it’s a
~matter of principle that newcomers
-=shou1d be self-supporting.”
~:aUnder the welfare bill approved
~by the House in March, most legal
Limmigrants who have not become
Tatizens would be barred from re-
Zreiving benefits under the major
gwelfare programs—including Aid to
~Families with Dependent Children,
<food stamps, Medicaid and Supple-
=mental Security Income (SSI) for the
welderly and disabled.

o Jlegal immigrants are not eligible

“for most programs under current

*law, nor would they be under the

:proposed changes.

«: Immigrant groups and others pro-
<tested the House provisions affect-
ving legal immigrants, arguing they
»are living in this country legaily and
=paying taxes and should be eligible
=for ‘the same programs as other
-Amencan':.

" To som= extent. those, provisions
%Ware softened in the legislation ap-
proved by the Senate Finance Com-
‘mittee last month. Under the Senate
bill, for example, noncitizens would
be barred from only one program,
&SI, rather than the five programs in
ithd House bill.

““ But in other ways, the Senate bill
55 ‘more restrictive than the House
'Version

The issue most disturbing to im-
-(mgrant groups is the Senate provi-
=sion that would make it more diffi-
~cult for legal immigrants to qualify
*for, benefits even after they become
3:'t11ens The added bartier to bene-
-flts is a requirement that states,.
-when determining eligibility, take in-
o 'account the income not only of the
Jmmigrants applying for assistance,
it the income of the sponsors of
those immigrants, and the sponsors’
lspouses

- For the most part, sponsors are
.«relatJves of the immigrants.
~ Advocacy groups argue that few
jmmigrants could qualify for assis-
ance under the proposed provisions,
*nown as “deeming” rules. Also,
Zhese groups say, the relatives of im-
amigrants are often struggling finan-
Zially, and supporting another family
yould send them into further eco-
somic difficulty.

Under current law, the income of
-sponsors must be “deemed” when a
noncitizen applies for three pro-
%rdms: AFDC, food stamps and SSI.
%In the House version, the deeming
Yequirement would end when an im-
migrant became a citizen. In the
Genate bill, the deeming requnre-
inent would apply even after an im-
Jnigrant becomes a citizen.

% «To create this distinction be-
Iween naturalized citizens and other
gitizens is a huge departure from a
couple hundred years’ worth of tra-
<dition in this country,” said Cecilia
Manoz, deputy vice president at the
National Council of La Raza.

= That argument was supported by
pawd Martin, University of Virginia
Qm{essor of law. “Traditionally, the
dividing line has been obtaining ciu-
zenship.” Martin said. *Virtually ev-
21y, kind of restriction that applies to
alichs ceases to apply when you be-
fome a citizen.”

= :Day said Simpson had disagreed
~ith the House provisions creating
an outright ban on benefits to nongcit-
Yeis, arguing there should be a “lim-
fted safety net” for immigrants who
falton hard times.
s But when that happens, sponsors °
who have pledged to help support
tmmigrants should be held to that
%pfeement, Day said. Taking into ac-
fount the income of the sponsors in
fletermining eligibility is similar to ;
cnn51denng the alimony or child sup-
rt-other welfare- applicants may be :
receivids -he-said.
T Mt's just like another asset that
$hould be considered,” Day said.
“Folks who are their relatives should
be responsible for them, not the
American taxpayer.”
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We offered to work with Simpson’s Subcommittee to establish a
reasonable deeming policy that addresses these concerns. We
suggested that one option could be to deem sponsored immigrants
for 10 years or until citizenship with certain exemptions.

We have not made this issue a priority in our comments on the
welfare reform bill to date, and have therefore not been actively
pushing our deeming proposal during the recent debate on the
Hill. The conference will be a more appropriate time for us to
weigh in, once we have ascertained how much support Senator
Simpson is garnering.

ccC: Leon Panetta
Anthony Lake
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—tac With Amenca.”. ... ! '
“They live in your. home town. They go to
the Rotary Club. They're in the service club,”
Simpson said. “They are in every sense part of
us—except for one thing, the right to vote.”
The House version of welfare reform would
produce savings of between $18 billion and $21
billion over five years by barring most legal immi-
grants from receiving a range of federally funded
benefits, from Medicaid to school lunches.
Exceptions would be made for legal immi-
grants over 75 who have lived here five years, re-
cent refugees and veterans, among others. Un-
-documented aliens would continue to be barred
from welfare programs and non-emergency
health care welfare programs.
The Senate version of the welfare bill adopted
last week by the Finance Committee would give

Ai UNCERTAIN OLD AGE

THE IMMIGRANT ELDERLY

from the basic cash welfare program, Aid to Fam-

4 han Hue rolls up his pants and ilies with Dependent Children.

"'P'Sleev'es to show the scars from But, like the House bill, the Senate legislation

: " four bullet and shrapnel wounds, targets the federal program that has been used
_reminders of his days in the South by increasing numbers of elderly immigrants and
Vietnamese army. Now living in Falls refugees in the last decade: the Supplemental Se-

GAG, Phan, 74, and his wife survive on~" curity Income. program, which provides assis-

_$680 a month in federal benefits for the  tance to the nation’s disabled and elderly poor.

"elderly poor, known as Supplemental The Senate version of welfare reform would
Security Income, or SSI. They stretch produce savings of between $10 billion and $11
those dollars by turning the heat down in bil.lion over five years by kgepmg.mgst elderly im-
the winter, sitting outside in the sun to migrants from receiving aidundér SSL.
keep warm, and seldom buying meat. ‘Exceptions would be made for legal immi-

The two refugees are among hundreds: grants who have vyorked in .the Um;ed di?btxis

of thousands of elderly immigrants, allof long enoughto qualify forbSoc_ufq Secuntylv : 1(;
them legally admitted into the country, ty income or old-age benefits—at leas

—and for recent refugees and veterans.
o would lose such benefits under the . years—an ) .
\}'zeguvglican-sponsored welfare reform bill [ _.AD estimated 738,000 legal aliens received

: ; SSI benefits in December 1994. Legal aliens ac-
;hn?thp::s‘fﬁ g‘;g‘;;ﬁl&s{ ;nc:tinwl count for nearly 12 percent of all SSI redpsignts
a o . 3 mm

cuts are an essential part of the GOP 982, the number of legal reside iy ip. .I
proposals because they produce roug 3 risen 580 percent, reflecting a surge in Lmumi=

one-third of the $66 billion in savings ovi ,
five years that backers expect to glean Robert Rector, a policy analyst with the Heri-
from the House welfare plan, and about 4C 12ge Foundation who favors the new restrictions,
percent of the $26 billion in savings from"  gays knowledge about these benefits has spread
“the Senate version. in immigrant communities here and overseas, at-
The impact of the legislation goes far | tracting foreign-born elderly who are turning the
beyond dollars and cents. Already these (0 US. welfare system into a
roney-saving proposals have prompted a {§ home.” - . _
wide-ranging debate over the place of Critics of the legislation say the bills, particu-
Jegal immigrants in American society. For larly the broader House legisiation, would hurt
the first time, they are being judged

substantially in relation to their use of arrive too late in life to work enough time to qual-

i health care and other ify. for Social Security, there is yinually no other .

gﬁzl:lcgnfeu:éegs ::posed to their way to get: affordable health insurance except
'ELD RLY, AS, CoL 3 through SSL In most states, e_lderly people re-
See FLDERLY. 2% ceiving SSI automatically qualify for Medicaid,
ELDERLY, From Al - ~Z=__ the government health insurance program for the

ic, socia ural contributionsyQ rand disabled.
gﬁeﬁom socialand a.l'h As\ Another_category of immigrants: thas, oppo-
“When did we change the definition of Ameri- nents ly de-

serving_m-_mmho_wodﬂl.-in-ih&-Urﬁted

Sﬂtw but
were employed in_such low-wage low-benefit
jobs that &ey ow need SOl to keep them out of
pove gne of every four legal immi-
grants receiving SSI, many of them former work-
ers in the garment and service industries, also

gets Social Security retirement benefits.

can? . . . From Albert Einstein to Martina Navra-
tilova: from An Wang, the founder of Wang com-
puters, to Elie Wiesel, winner of the Nobel Peace
Prize—all have come to this country and been ac-
cepted as Americans,” said Rep. Norman Y, Mi-
neta (D-Calif.) during the House floor debate.
But advocates of the new restrictions insist
that legal immigrants must accept substantial

i i i in federal Juan Martinez, 71, 2 rqtired day laborer, lives
Zapft:ﬁdlﬁ :t: :s:!l?t:n%fev:gm? s in W&slaoo&l‘ ex., in h’tihe Rio Grarr;g:d vfalle{éOngu-
“Qui i ! nally from Mexico, Martinez wo or 16 years
Quite frankly, I do not think that when we're pidging m Mexioo e s, srawberries are

cutting benefits and cutting welfare for our cit-
zens, 1 don't see why we should stretch and say-
that we have an obligation to those that aren’t

oranges in Ohio, Florida and Michigan. He retired
four years ago after he became ill with diabetes.

on citizens r » said Rep. E. He receives $287 a month in Social Security, and
a:; §L§§nfr o&l;h?fnmczﬁ:gr osf&the H%use $178in SIL Hiswife, alsoa retired farm worker,
welfare plan. ' recelve;isan3 Sa;ddxtlox:lall spousal Social Security
The issue is likely to be a major point of con- check of $139 a month.
tention in coming months now that the welfare Martinez would be protected usl;dsg_,&[shﬂ.sef he. wgﬁg
reform debate has moved to tghe Sentz;]te. w;xere ‘c‘ixetugée re[OM ou o ive
ome prominent Republicans favor either a opt- - ¢
?ng les‘; restrictive measures or letting individual ?onwa?h:r;;no‘iael rtu;clci’::ze of $5,112, substantially be-
sates decide on immigrants’ eligbity. “They can check with m);l b:{sses, the{1i can fu&ci
‘ Y out if I worked or not,” said Martinez, us wor
In Every Sense Part of Us - tumbling out in Spanish. “If they get nd ?f the
Sen. Alan K. Simpson, (R-Wyo.), a longtime  check, I couldn't pay the electric, I couldn't pay
leader on immigration policy, often argues that the water, ] couldn’t pay for the old car 1 got—I

jegal immigrants enter into a contract with the
government when they come to the United
States. They pay taxes and serve in the mili-
tary. To take the safety net from them, he said,
“would be a very grave mistake” ax_n:l .goes
against the spirit of House Republicans’ “Con-

couldn’t pay for anything.” )
Others who would be hard-hit_are_refugees,

wi
Soviet Lnion ang gutheast ¥m. rlgezugee advo-
catesssay. the Unt &s played a central role

in the politi s that produced the fJow
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- - states the option of barring legal immigrants -

\ ;.\'j l_. l.‘v_.‘ Q’,-{ 'n' ‘ ,
of refugees during the Cold War and therefore
has a special obligation to help them once they
are here, '

Proponents of the bill say the United States
should not use welfare to compensate for musery
under communism. :

The group most frequently criticized by propo-
nents of restricting benefits are elderly immi-
grants coming to the United States to join their
American-citizen children. Many are too old or
disabled to work. Advocates of welfare reform
say children who sponsor their parents to come
to the United States, not American taxpayers,
should take care of them. - .

Opponents say elderly immigrants who are eli-
gible for SSI are not cheating the system but
making normal use of a benefit that native-born
Americans would not deny their own families.

In the Washington area, where foreign-born
residents make up 12 percent of the general pop-
ulation—higher than the national average—the
two largest groups of legal residents receiving
SSI are from Vietnam and South Korea, accord-
ing to the Social Security Administration.

When Families Can’t Help

Du Woxlx Kim, a retired South Korean auto
parts salesman, came to the United States 10
years ago to be with his grown daughter and
son. Kim, now 74, stayed briefly with his
daughter in her Silver Spring home but moved
out because he did not want to live in the same
house with his son-in-law’s mother. He lives
alone in a subsidized apartment in Rockville.

He worked for about a year in a delicatessen
but stopped when he turned 65 and was eligible
to receive SSI. His monthly check is $458. He
can pay his $128 monthly rent, but he relies on
his daughter for additional money to cover liv-
ing expenses.

The daughter, Chong Hong, 51, is an American
citizen. She owns a Rockville sandwich shop; her

“deluxe retirement

the needy and vulnerable. For immigrants who-

ith the largest numbers having fled the former

husband is an auto mechanic. With three daugh-
ters in college, she said, she is unable to provide
full financial support for her father.

] can't cover all his expenses,” she said. “In
Korea, the wives stay home, but in America, my
husband and I both work hard, and still we do not
have enough for everything.” -

Her brother, recently divorced, is also strug-
gling and cannot provide for his father.

Kim turns 75 next year and would be exempt
—from the ban under the House bill, but unprotec-
ted under the Senate version. He is taking no
ichances. He is applying for citizenship.

Other elderly immigrants may not be as fortu-
nate. - '
Phan, the former South Vietnamese army ser-
geant, has a third-grade education and little
chance of learning enough English to pass the citi-
zenship test. In 1987, he fled his village in central
Vietnam for the Philippines on a fishing boat with
six of his nine children and their famulies.

A year later, they arrived in the United States.
The children are working—some as carpenters,
one as a custodian—but their wages are low, and
they cannot help their parents financially. The
$680 in monthly SSI benefits barely covers rent,
utilities and food for Phan and his wife, Truong
Thi Ty, 68, who arrived last year.

The blue couch in their one-bedroom Falls
Church apartment is threadbare. A white Frisbee
turned upside down is the tray for chipped tea-
cups. One recent afternoon, the fiance of one of
their granddaughters brought them a bag of
shrimp, a treat they seldom buy themseives.

Truong has irequent migraines, and may have
diabetes. Phan suffers from severe arthritis. Be-
cause of his age, Phan would keep his benefits un-
der the House bill, but his wife would lose her SSI
stipend and Medicaid coverage. Under the Senate
version, the couple would lose their entire month-
ly income of $680. ’

“If the government does not help out the old
people, I don't see how we can survive,” said
Phan, speaking agitatedly in Vietnamese. “The
Americans helped the Vietnamese fight the Com-
munists. | don't really don't understand about the
politics here. But if America had won the war,
then'all the Vietnamese soldiers would be leading
a much happier life everywhere.”

Staff writers Guy Gugliotta and Peter Pae
_cpnm'buted to this revort.







