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June 12, 1995

TO: Carol Rasco
Bruce Reed 
Jeremy Ben-Ami

FR: Diana FortunS^ji^
Steve Warnatl^(/J

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

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.



Legal Immigrants 
page 2

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 fS269') 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.



Legal Immigrants 
page 3

Re: The Simpson Bill

The Simpson bill is the same as the Senate bill except that it offers broader definitions 
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.

**SSA 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: Confirmation of Facts re: SSI and Legal Immigrants

DATE: 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:

All three bills (House. Senate and Simpsonl offer no exemptions from deeming 
for refugees, asylees, parolees and people who became disabled after entering the

Under Simpson, all lawfully admitted permanent residents (LAPRsl 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.

/jm



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

12-Jun-1995 02:54pm

TO:

FROM:

Diana M. Fortuna

Richard E. Green
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRD

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

With the caveat that these are 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).



EXECUTIVE OFFICE 0 F THE PRESIDENT

TO: 

FROM:

12-Jun-1995 03:48pm

Diana M. Fortuna

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.



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
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DRAFT

June 12, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Carol Rasco

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



EXECUTIVE OFFICE O F THE PRESIDENT

TO:
TO:

FROM:

CC:
CC:

31-May-1995 05:21pm

Stephen C. Warnath 
Diana M. Fortuna

Carol H. Rasco
Economic and Domestic Policy

Jeremy D. Benami 
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.

x:^bi 7
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citizens and legal penoanent residents from countries other than 
Cuba. Purthormoro, we presently do not count the number ot 
parolees as family-sponsored immigrants for purposes of ms 
world-wide and par-country ceiling and see no reason to do so
now.

sec. 199B establishes the various effective dates of the 
provisions of the Immigrant Control and Financial Responsibility
Act of 1995.

We support this section.

Title lI--riNANCIAL RESPONSIDILITY
PART 1—RECEIPT OF CERTAIN PUBLIC BENEFITS

Part 1 of Title II of S. 269 contains provisions affecting 
the eligibility of legal and illegal aliens for certain benefits. 
While the Administration bill does not include comparable 
provisions, we support reirirorcing current law restrictions tna 
prevent illegal aliens from being eligible for m^t F^eral 
public assistance, we also support reasonable ertensions of the 
deeming policies that require sponsors to maintain a financial 
comroitment to aliens they have sponsored. However, toere are a 
number of specific problems under the various provisions S.
269 as drafted that we believe should be remedied, our positions 
on the individual alien eligibility provisions are outlined in 
the following section-by-section discussion.

Section 201 defines "eligible alien" as an alien: lawfully
admitted for permanent residence; rh^status; whose deportation has been withheld under section 243(h) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act; or who has ^en 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 
benefits under any Federal, state, or local program, except, (l) 
emergency medical services under title XIX of
Act* (2) short-term emergency disaster relief; (3) assistance or 
benefits under the National school Lunch Act; (4) assistance or 
benefits under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966; and (5) public 
healto assistance for immunizations and for testing and treatment ^SJ^SmJunicaSe diseases. Ineligible aliens would be ineligible 

to receive any grant, contract, loan, professional license, or 
commercial license provided or funded by any Federal,10^ government. Only aliens eligible to work would be able to
receive unemployment benefits.

Thl. Mction also requires the secretary of tha Departoent 
of Houeing enS TIrbsn Development (HUD) , °* **
date of enactment, to submit a report to the Committees on 
Banking and Committees on the Judiciary 
describing how HUD is enforcing section 214 of Housing &
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Community Development Act of 1980, including statistics of 
individuals denied assistance.

'lliis 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 
Federal, 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 Administration 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 needS'based programs—AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, and Food 
Stamps. We 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 provision for illegal nliens to 
receive only emergency medical services under Medicaid.

The Administration approach would avoid a number of 
problems. For example, the ellgibnity provision in S. 269 could 
be read to deny needs-based, education-related services and 
assistance paid for with Federal, State, or local funds—except 
for services under the National school Lunch Act—to vmdociamented 
alien children. Although the Federal Government could authorize 
the exclusion of such alien children from elementary and 
secondary sohoole, the principal reaeona given by tho Supreme 
Court in Pivler v. Doe for not permitting States to do so remain 
powerful. In addition, otudents who are not undocumented aliens 
could be stigmatized based on name or appearance, and parents, 
fearful 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 19«5; the negative coneequences of 
varying eligibility requirements on these students and their 
educational ineLlLutlons must be consAdered.

This provision should furUier be clarified so as rioL Lu 
apply to programs under section 214 of the Housing and Community
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DevelQpwent Act cf 1960. Without such clarification, this 
provision vould bar non-citizens from significant HUD mortgage 
programs, redoral Housing Administration contract programs, and 
Community Development Block Grants.

Furthermore, the definition of "eligible alien" does not 
include Cuban and Haitian entrants as defined under section 501 
of the Refugee Education and Aesietance Act of 1980. If Cuban 
and Haitian entrants are not included in the list of eligible 
aliens, they no longer vould be eligible for assietance 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 se^ed. 
There are nutrition programs that are not excepted for which it 
would not be 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 provision vould 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 the 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 
benefits to foreign treaty nationals on the same basis as U.S. 
citizens. Legislation abrogating these agreements and treaties 
would presumably lend to retaliatory restrictions on the payment 
of such benefits by other countries to U.S. citizens.

The payment restrictions are also inconsistent with current 
provicionB of law that permit payment of benefits to aliens 
outside the U.S. if they are citizens of a country whose social 
insurance system does the came for U.S. citizene- About 6B 
countries meet this requirement.

Also the provision does not address the complex issue of 
benefit eligibility for citizens who are dependents or survivors 
of U.S. citizens, or ineligible aliens who are dependents or 
survivors of U.S. citizenn.
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Sftc. 202 define* ‘•publio charge" for purpossea of deportation 
as the receipt of certain benefits for an aggregat-ts of more ^an 
12 months in the first five years after entry as an immigrant or, 
in the case of an individual who entered as a non-immigrant, the 
first five years after adjustment to permanent resident statue. 
Such benefits are limited to one or more or the following 
programe: AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, Pood Stamps, state general asHetance, or any other program of
in part by the Federal government for which eligibility is based 
on need (except the exempted programs noted in section 20i).

This section also provides that any alien who during 
public charge period becomes a public charge* regardless 
the cause arose, is deportable. This section exempts from the 
public charge definition refugees and asylees. Further, if ^ 
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 
illness 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 benefits under section 216, 245 or chapter 2 or 
Title III of the INA to determine whether the exception to the 
definition of public charge applies. If 
apply, the Attorney General shall institute 
procA«d^ngs unleea she exercises discretion to withhold or 
suspend deportation.

The legislation would require increased administrative 
effort* to ascertain (1) whether an alien "ho had received 
benefits for more than an aggregate of 12 months during the 
public charge period wa* rRceiving such benefits due to a Pre­
existing condition," or one that arose since entry or since 
adjustment of *tatus; (2) whether a physical illness or r^DU^ 
was 80 serious that the alien could not work at any job; or (3) 
JSether Sc alien's mental disability required continue^ 
hospitalization. Since this section would create ® 
administrative and legal complexities as drafted, we do not. 
endorse these provisions without further clarification or
amendment.

w* urcie the Subcommittee to clarify that this 
provi.ion does not Unit the ability of the MS to establish its 
LiCoroemsnt priorities. For exanple, a requir^nt 
deportation proceedings against M alien considered « 
ohirge should not mandate the .lien's Femoval prior to or in 
place of the removal of an aggravated felon vho threatens the
community.
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203 sets forth the requiromontcaffidavit of support. It requires that the affidavit of suppor be ixScuted as a^contract that io onforooable against th® aponsor 
by the sponsored individual, the Federal gowrnment, « state,
diebrict, territory or possession or In thethat provide any benefits to sponsored eliqpile aliens, in tne
affidavit, the sponsor »u»t agree to worked insponsored individual until the sponsored individual has worked i 
the U.5. for 40 qualifying quarters. A sponsor aust "® *5®J;® _ ^er!I citizen or legll permanent resident, domiciled in any of
the several states of the United States andColumbia, or a territory or possession of the^ited states mo
demonstrate an ability to maintain an «|wual i^®“® ®J 
125% poverty line for him or herself and the spo 

individual.
The governmental entitles are authorized to »e^ reuAursement from .ponsor* of alions ^o h»v. “®'

and to bring suit against sponsors that do not rsi^se th. 
ralevant government agencies. No cause of action could ^ 
brought alainst sponsors after lo years iSr
receipt of benefits. The sponsor is required to notify^e 
Federal, state, and local governments or any change of the
sponsor's address.

The Administration strongly supports 
affidavit of support legally binding. However, we nave reservations about requiring the *^^^^dayit to be effective^f r 4 
oualifving quarters, particularly as this *^®<Tiirement Interacts 3ith the deling provisions in section 204. We note that these 

sectioXwoSld require a sponsored to r^in
subject to deeming provisions for a minimum of lO 
rMifantiaiiv 5 vears after becoming a citizen. We nave?sservatioM about applying
that have become full citizens of the United States.

Because discrimination between citizens on the basis of 
«,-4rrin fivftn bv the federal government, is in general tf «Jlit «?uSn“ toirUcUon mmy bo .ubjmot to a 

oouitltutlonal ohallengs am
m»v hA tneliaible. solely because of their former status as “l.^, for b.n«fita to ihlch other cltitens are entity.

the section might be defended on the grounds that it

:s;:,r..r‘S.-:.: S!.“.r:K s.r2's:;.'ns.st:.>,..the constitutional issue presented.
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M earnings a^ Uius could not determine tne amount earned in a 
Calendar Quarter. Quarters of coverage are now baaed on annual 
earnings.

we strongly suggest that rather than basing the for tot !;|“ybinding affidavit on to. i>»i9«nt “otolng 40 

CTuaiitying quarters, that the legislation specify a p 
years or until the iamigrant naturalizes.

Neverthelesfi, sec. 203(b) should davs~to develop a new affidavit or support in li^t of the 
complex interagency consultations called for by the provision. Se^uSeit Sat thi Secretary of Treasury and the Comiuissioner of 
cnniai Securitv be included in the list of those responsible for foraSiating th^ new affidavit of support since determining which 
immigrants have worXed for 40 qualifying quarters would 
potentially involve activities managed by those agencies.

Furthermore, it should be clarified that notifications of 
Change of addreU should be made to the Attorney General and 
that^the Attorney General—not the commissioner of social
Securitv_shall promulgate regulations to carry out actions toIStSIi reiJburseLnt f6r any federal or state assistance received
by the sponsored individual.

?nnpi would rajulre that no state court nay decline 
•i nr i Edict ion over anv action brought against a sponsor for rSiSursemeSt I? thS costs of a benefit ij.bhe sponsored 
individual received assistance while residing in the state.

We do not object to this provision.

Sec. 204 reouires 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) 
program of assistance, or any program of

administered by a state or local government.

;ssK.r:su^;*«“.":Ks.:;: 2%r,’ss.'s...
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rrom we date the alien «a. £iwt lawfully in S'' 
whirh«v«r oeriod is longer. Thus, unaigranta that eignsd tne new 
affidavit of support under eactlon 203 would b« deamed for a finSSJ of 10 order to »eet the requirement of working
40 qualifying quarters, as mentionedrequirement Sa? lead to deeming even alter the immigrant had 

become a naturalized citizen.
While we support the goal of maXing sponsor* more resDonsible for the immigrants they sponsor, w® have strongSout sectll; 204 as Srafted. This would ^

target current immigrant beneficiaries; apply to imm ^ 
have become naturalized citizens if they have ®^^ned the j^w 
affidavit of support; repeal the current „trvdeeming for sponsored immigrants who afS. create'
atfeet many diver.. "iirchinSrthe

income and resources, ay auTmiiwuwi.iy -''-.r---- * ,
income and resources to the sponsored
not take into account the needs of the sponsor and his or her T^lT ^qal ohauenges wy al.o arise where the »«
e“igXito“ te the affidavit or the apouse is separated from the

sponsor.
proviSSni«reirarrS "n«2£?aSH

thlt addresses the concerns identif
, o^on weuld^o,qen^.UY,ass^^yr°fr^^g?gS^Lg°Sd
i tilui ■ iiTTnrrjnrirf^

Sij^nt^d ^ after enfeyr-ana tax-paying ieg;^imi?ra^.
rilL^'and local governments Ui^ LM

cash welfare programs.

s^e. 205 authorizes state and local governments to nr. liSit AsSstance to aliens and to distinguish among classes of

federal programs.
We support this provision*

to i„l!ft^.“:Sr:r:^;^oirw^'ti.rc«Ir;Tem'y..r, unite.
denies .llgiWlitytor We earn^ income tax^cr.dit
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individual who rioas not include on his or Boouse's

sVn‘Ms:i 

‘PHSKrti«4k^4y“ W«i!fi«WoJ'*^i"^«P^in9 jequlrM.nt^ TO.

taxpayer identification number.
we support this provision. The Presiamfs FV 1996 Budget

contained & similar provision.
[Treasury to review* This provision to U.S. citi^ns and lawful permanent resident aliens.]

s^c. 207 requires that whoever falsely

«l™nlsr..:"St2r?S'mn“iV to*

constitute a separate offenee. 
we support this provision.

d.n.rSV|^^i|hVuegl2^i9r^^^

^TA.T. iS%no1»arp?!?r to tn. iurnioting oi 

medical assistance.
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note that thie would be permitted under current lew, end 
thus the provision is unnecessary.

see. 209. bare costs, attorney fee* or expenoco from being 
awarded under the Equal Access to Justice Act ^ any civil action 
brought by or on behalf of any individual who i* 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 confine 
sufficient safeguards against litigation abuse and is available 
only if the alien is the prevailing party. There is no basis 
upon which to distinguish among classes of aliens, particularly 
with respset to refugees and asylees, regarding access to the 

courts.
CIV*. He have no position on this provision, but believe that 

EAJA does not contain sufficient safeguards against litigation 

abuse.
Sec. 211 authorizes the collection of a $i land border f«« 

for each individual entering the U.S. as a pedestrian or in a 
noncommercial conveyance. Coimercial conveyance fee shall be set 
by the Attorney General in consultation with the Secretary of 
State. The Attorney General nay establish frequent crosser 
discount and contract with private and public sector entities to 
collect the fee.

The section also provides that funds shall be deposited into 
the Fee Account as offsetting receipts and r^ain availably until 
expended. The funds may be used to pay for inspection services 
?ind 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; expanding, operating and 
maintaining information systems for nonimmigrant control; 
employing additional permanent and temporary inspectors; minor 
construction costs, including commuter lanes; detecting 
fraudulent documents; and at^m^^istering the border fee. Excess 
funds may be spent on additional border patrol, support and 
equipment reeoSces. Any additional excess funds may be spent on
deportations.

The Administration proposal also calls for a land ^^der 
user fee. We recommend that section 211 be modified to 
consistent with the key features of our proposal, which provides 
local flexibility on oollocting such a fee. Our proposal adds a ieS suS^tion 2i6(s) to the INA, authorizing the Attorney 
General to charge and collect a border *ervic.Afi user fee for



•very land border smtry, including persons

lSgl«l«ioS^tuSo“iil^U.e'^SirtiTOl o£ Treaa^ t» ramwclal^

operator and •ach passenger, except that ferry crewmen are no 
subject to the fee.

The Administration proposal provides for J^n^rate
coats The fees proposed in this section are too low to generate 
the funds needed to accomplish the goal of timely and effective 
land border inspection.

The Administration proposal also Provides for a "local 
option" which allows each State to determine at which, if any, 
Dortrthc fee is to be collected. A State that exercises this loSl Stlon may establish a Border se^ice 

to d^veloo nrlorlties for use of the fees collected, for 
submission to the Commissioner. The Commissioner 
these priorities in funding port services.payment of the costs of port services are to be ^jjnted to tneCoJmcils to spend on port-related enha^ements.
will allocate enhancement funds for ports that do not set up a
Border Service Council.

gfintion 212 authorizes additional comuter fees pilot projects, one on the northern land border and another
one on the southern land border.

The Administration proposal P®'°}*fv®thi‘^numSr
southern and northern land borders and does not limit the n^er 
of pilot projects that may be established, we recommend that S. 
269 adopt the Administration proposal.

s.e J13 r.mov«» th. current exemption from payment of the 
$6 immigration user fee for cruise ship passengers.

This provision is similer to the Administration's propoeal, 
and wo support ito inclusion in the Committee Amendment to S.
269.

f.o. 221 establiehe. thethis title The date of enactment is the effective date exceptthis title. -action related to benefit* (rACpnved oron a?t« ?he daS of enactment) and the section 
a5?ho?izing a border eervicas uaar faa (which ^»hall be six months 

after the date of enactment).
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Tne new definition of eligible alien ^
year deeming period (section 204) would apply to

rrje3=»^f
in?o« current imnigrimt. ot the n.«
charge and the potential for becoming deportable.

The provisions with the greatest SSI impact—the definition 
of "elicible alien" and eponaor-to-alien deeming—would be e£f«ti?i upon ^Sctaent. Such an .fleotive data uouia r^uir. 
Ihe inmadlata renoval trom th. ssi rolls or .a 
now considered to be "permanently residing in the United Stat 
under colo-of-law (PRUCOL) because they would not meet SSinition of "eligible alien" and require SSA to contact aliens 

who are currently exempt from deeming—i.e., '
r.a?i*lS^Sttl^fne ir

they have sponsors.
While the magnitude of the administrative effort required for sSSi"d.Ka?ions would >» nach lass^der tne co-ittea

ust ??a? for d?andfathering current recipients and having the 
iel dieting re|Si?e»ents apply to new

(around 30,000), and manyadmitted for permanent residence status. Ve^ few refugees^ 
afivleee, end parolees have sponsors, and “^intaining the current !ardee;ing rSles would only last, at a maximum, five years.

Mr Chairman we want to work with you on bipartisan
.nfori.wAot legiolation ^.''SorSsitr*

Snferest We have emphasized the core areas of worksite i;;fS:em;nt border control, criminal alien deportation and 

authorizing critical resources to the INS.
116 and 131 would amend the INA to authorize an

2745(g) of the iNA.
or uarticuUr importanc* in the Actaini.tration'a bill are 

uoux<i?L?"n =£ a9gtaa.ivc law enfor=».nt .ff=rt. of the
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Department of Labor and tUo DoparPaent of Juetice to end the job 
magnet for unauthorized aliens; the enhancement and support of 
inveatlgatory and prooocutorial weapons against alien smugglers 
and ewployexa who profit from undocumented aliens; a border 
servicoa ueer fee; and the mcaourod and deliberate creation of 
pilot projects to establish employment verification systems ^at 
are cost-effective, free from dioorimination 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 there 

is no objection to the submission of this report from the 
standpoint of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely,

Kent MarkusActing Assistant Attorney General



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

09-Jun-I995 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

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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CdrAFT 

June 7, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Carol Rasco

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, ^e took the posirtxoTT'thaf"we support
jreijif.oreing-xrcn 
3rom—being—eiig-tb-l 
support "reasonable-^ 
reguire sponsor^ to\jn^: 

have^-sponsored. ( 
here??)

frictions-that prevent illegal aliens 
Federal public assietanee-r We also

cies that—\si^^ionsv of the deeming poiicie 
int a i n asjfinaheia-i" c 6mm i tmeht-"tb" aliens 

)lain our deeming proposal more fully

However, since that time, the\House and the Senate Finance 
Committee have botm acted on this issue. As the article notes, the House would bar^^legal immigrants from receipt of Medicaid,
SSI, school lunch arid other federal programs, except__£or^'^legai

m 7 5 have lived--ifi'''the U. S.
IVdftd'^^^e Sena 
^except those who

----------r ---------------------- ---------------------- -------------- ------------ ----------±mmig£aefeS=who are older than
least five years, rgc~errE~~retuae^ and veterahs'TVaftd^'^^

^ ' ^r^exceptwould bar legal immigrants from receipt ofS^l 
are older than 65 and have wo^ed at least 10 years in the United 
States (long enough to qualify for SSDI and old-age benefits), recent refugees and veteran^. These changes constitute a large 
portion of the savings in each bil^,$18-21 billion out of 
billion in the House (gained from cuts in a combination of 
programs) , and $10-11 billion out of $3»S^S:r5- billion (gained 
specifically from cuts in SSI)in tfee~Senate Finance. „

One very recent development is Senator Simpson^ 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^ supf^t the immigrant for 
forty quarters, ‘iiv some-^easfis, even‘a^tef^that 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 Ipiave reservations about

;



requiring the affidavit to be effective for 40 qualifying 
quarters!. We have reservations about applying immigration 
restrictions to people gfaat 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—eu^period of ten years or until 
the—immirgr^ant naturalizesjT^hile 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.



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.

7

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 
requifTna tt^ setting the period of obligation and deeming at 40 
qrrSirifying~~^arters, 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(^^erly^ veterans, and 
immigrants disabled after entry.

?



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 
oply 34% of elderly native recipients. (Source: Public Welfare, Spring 1994, 
Vol. 52. No.2) . „ n . /

________________ V
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.

(^o\

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.
foreign policy implications.)

(This may have



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 SSI. The actual savings from SSI is likely to be closer to the Senate V
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. i , , / / / , /
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.

a>T propcAcross 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 ben^its. The House 
proposal requires 5 years residency for exempted populations (except refugees 
and veterans). The Senate proposal requires 10 years residency and work. To Y 
support a sense that immigrants should "earn" tR^ir~way~into the system, any 
adopted policy may wish to include a residency requirement.

In the end, to balance the desire for cost containment with hiunanitarian 
concerns, the Administration may wish to consider:
1) Barring receipt of Social Securit^^o those over 65 with less than ten 
years residency, wherein legal aliens 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: 
PROSAND CONS

PROS

CONS

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

May reduce incentive for immigration of foreign-bom 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.

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 En^ish 
impossible.) _ ^ ^

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-bom 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.)

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

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 
governing SSI eligibility.

Cost Savings: none

HOUSE PROPOSAL
SST Cnvpiragft-

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

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

2) ̂ e^e^efugees

\
3) veterans

Co.st 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

SENATE PROPOSAL
SST Cnveragp-

Gives states the option of
barring legal immigrants from
receipt of AFDC and bars
most legal immigrants from
receipt of SSI
except immigrants who are:

1) older than 65 and have 
worked at least 10 years in the 
U S. (long^mugh to qualify 
for SSDi;^^ld-age benefits)

2) recent refugees ^

3) veterans

Cost Savings: (over five years) 
$10 billion - $11 billion

= 40% of all savings promised 
by Senate Welfare Reform

10 ■̂flo

o
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON

June 13, 1995
95JJNI3 p|: il?

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Carol Rasco , __
SUBJECT: Attached Clipping on(^SI and Elder1^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 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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Senate Measure 

.On Immigrants 

praws Protest
If..

"Benefits Limits Apply 

'^ven After Citizenship

r By Barbara Vobejda
-_____ Washington Post Suff Writer

The Senate welfare reform bill 
■would make it more difhcult for legal 
«nmigrants to receive benefits even 
titer they become citizens, which 
ifanigrant groups claim would vio­
late long-standing tradition by creat­
ing two classes of citizens.
: Republican legislation in the 
Hou^ and Senate calls for restrict­
ing-welfare aid to legal immigrants. 
Blit only in the Senate bill do the re- 
.^stiictions extend beyond the point at 
uWhich immigrants become citizens.
5 means that a naturalized citi- 
^zeq^loesn’t have all the rights of a 
^^atizen who was bom here," said Josh 
^Bernstein, a policy analyst with the 
-■National Immigration Law Center. 

“WeTe asking people to pledge alle- 
i'giance to the country, take on the 
I2ull i^esponsibilities of citizenship, but 
;^e're withholding some of the bene- 
^£fe;pf citizens.”
^..A spokesman for Sen. Alan K. 
^Simpson (R-Wyo.), who proposed 
^-jhe language, dismissed arguments 
•Uhat the policy would be unfair to im- 
^inigrants who become citizens.

Bor Simpson, said Richard W. 
35^y, chief counsel to the Judiciary 
^immigration subcommittee, “it’s a 
^matter of principle that newcomers 
«*lwuld be self-supporting."
•ti.-Under the welfare bill approved 
!T)y the House in March, most legal 
^immigrants who have not become 
rdtizens would be barred from re- 
^Xeiving benefits under the major 
J_welfare programs—uicluding Aid to 
families with Dependent Children, 
-food stamps, Medicaid and Supple- 
Imental Security Income (SSI) for the 
'elderly and disabled.

-Jllegal unmigrants are not eligible 
'for most programs under current 
;law. nor would they be under the 
-proposed changes

» Immigrant groups and others pro- | 
Tfested the House provisions affect- | 
ISng legal immigrants, arguing they j 

living in this country legally and 
^paying taxes and should be eligible 
^or the same programs as other 
HAmericans.

To son:e‘extent, those, orovisions 
were softened in the legislation ap- 
Jirpved by the Senate Finance (ilom- 
Jmittee last month. Under the Senate 
bill, for example, noncitizens would 
be barred from only one program, 
ISSi, rather than the five programs in 
Ithi House bill.
^i_But in other ways, the Senate bill 
Js^more restrictive than the House 
^version.
• The issue most disturbing to im- 
Snigrant groups is the Senate provi- 
Ssion that would make it more diffi- 
Zcujt for legal immigrants to qualify 
3or; benefits even after they become 
Jdt^ens. The added barrier to bene­
fits is a requirement that states, 
-when determining eligibUity, take in- 
26 account the income not only of the 
3mmigrants applying for assistance, 
fiiit the income of the sponsors of 
those immigrants, and the sponsors’ 
■spouses.
» For the most part, sponsors are 
1-elatives of the immigrants.
^ Advocacy groups argue that few 
immigrants could qualify for assis- 
;j^ce under the proposed provisions, 
^nown as “deeming” rules. Also, 
ihese groups say, the relatives of im- 
Inigrants are often struggling finan- 
iially, and supporting another family 
Jyo.uld send them into further eco- 
jiotnic difficulty.
’-^■■Ijnder current law, the income of 
I^nsors must be “deemed” when a 
iioncitizen applies for three pro­
grams; AFDC, food stamps and SSI.
^ ‘In the House version, the deeming 
JetJuirement would end when an im- 
nnigrant became a citizen. In the 
Senate bill, the deeming require- 
Icnwt would apply even after an im- 
jni^ant becomes a citizen.
' TTo create this distinction be- 
Jw^n naturalized citizens and other 
^ritizens is a huge departure from a 
couple hundred years’ worth of tra- 
3itibn m this country," said Ceciha 
Jdunoz. deputy vice president at the 
l!la(iona! Council of La Raza.
^ That argument was supported by 
pavid Martin. University of Virginia 
professor of law. “Traditionally, the 
dividing line has been obtaining ciU- 
«eriship." Martui said. “Virtually ev- 
^ry'kind of restnetion that applies to 
JlTi^s ceases to apply when you be- 
Jjome a citizen."

“ Day said Simpson had disagreed 
iritli the House provisions creating 
an outright ban on benefits to noncit- 
Sens, arguing there should be a “lim- 

safety net" for immigrants who 
^'on hard times.
^^;;But when that happens, sponsors 

have pledged to help support 
Irawgrants should be held to that 
Sgfeement, Day said. Taking into ac- 
C6unt the income of the sponsors in 
getermining eligibility is similar to 
considering the alimony or child sup- 
TOrt other welfare applicants may be 
r^eiviiia he-said.

i ^t’s just like another asset that 
Should be considered,” Day said, 
^pjjis who are their relatives should 
be responsible for them, not the 
American taxpayer.”



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.

cc: Leon Panetta
Anthony Lake
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' " ----- ‘ w fW 3 1 of refugees during the CoHT'War and therefore”

______________ ___ ^ * special obligation to help them once they
An Uncertain Old Age home to^. T1^ K® to ^®p}jjj;,ents of the bin say the United States

THE IMMIGRANT EIDERI.Y _____ Rotary Club. They re m the service ctuD, use welf^ to compensate for misery
Simpson said. They^ * under communism.
us—except for one thmg, the right to v . • frequently criticized by propo-

The Hou« veision of «form woiJd ^

KS^rsrMS‘s.“r.r»
Exceptions would be to the United States, not American taxpayers.

*The sJSate SiSn S the welfare bill adopted Americans woidd not deny their own families
R;n,nr. r/,mmittee would eive In the Washmgton area, where foreign-bom

lenef t Meline 

I e Swered 

FoAN mcitiVens,
0/ three articles I The ScMte^ion of the welfare bill adopted Americans would not deny their own lamilies^ , u Q m. f lasI^eS by the Finance Committee would give In the Washmgton area, where foreign-bom 

'Ty Lena H. Sun iU f “Option of barring legal immigrants residents make up 12 percent of the general po[h
V4. wuh^^suswnu, nk^ i^ S^Jf?hetoi?^ welfare progi^. Aid to Fam- ulation-higher than the naUonal average-the

mils UP his pants and JS^with Dependent Ouldren. two largwt ^ of legal r^idents receiving
v|Q6 sleeves to show the scars from But. like the House bill, the Senate legislaUOT are from Virt^ and South Korea, accord- 

four bullet and shrapnel wounds, targets the federal program that has been used ing to the Social Security AdministraUon.

. When Families can’t Help___ _
-elte'^.f han. 74, and his wife survive on- <»dty In«me prog^, whi^ prw e^ Du Won Kim, a retired South Korean auto
S a month in federal benefits for the , tancetothenabonsdisabW^delderi^^^  ̂ parts salesman, came to the United Sutes 10
elderly^)" knownasSupplemental The Senate ^<7°" r$U ago to be with his grown daughter and
StyTcome. or SSI. They stretch «"• ‘!!!
those ^Ifars by turning the heat down m yj L<ferSSI daughter in her Silver Spnng home but moved
Sle wiS^eTIit^goutsideinthesunto out because he did not want to live in the ^e
keep warm, and seldom buymg meat worked in ‘the United States house with his son-m-law s mother. He hvesThe two refugees are amon^ hundreds ™ ^ for Social Security disabili- alone in a su^dized apartment m Rockvihe.
of thousands of elderly imnugrants. all of Ion? eno^ t quj^ benefits-at least 10 He worked for about a year m a debcates«n
themlegallyadmitt^intothecoirntj. Ji^Land for recent refugees and veterans. b“t*‘°PP«l^^henhet^ed65^dw^^^^^^
who would lose such benefits under the 7 ^ estimated 738.000 legal aliens reived ------------ ------- »Mv k iurs
Republican-sponsored weltoe refom bill ggj benefits in December 1994. Leg^ aliens ac- 
that passed the House in March an^dei j2 percent of all SSI reapients
another bill pending in the Senate. The^ __ j oa » aF ^11 rprini^nts fiS nr nlder. Smee 

_________ «aH,i Aat+nf the GOP t/T

out stoppea wnen ne lumca do ano was cugiuic 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 
husband is an auto mechanic. With three daugh­
ters in college, she said, she is unable to provide
4^.11 ei«Ar\/\rt fnr fatKAr

'^‘SnJno deba^ over the place of » Critics of the legislation say the bills, p^cu- gijng and cannot provide for his father.

SSmSs!lo,p«s.d toP.elr f- «'«>' >» “ '«“■
------- r SteELDER-LY^^CoU------- ggl automatic^y piian. the former South Vietnamese army ser-

n ntmi.Y Vmm kl the government health msurance program for the ^ third-grade education and little

\^en did we change the definition of Ameri- ".'Artfivi in the United Vietnam for the Philippines on a fishing boat with
?... From Albert Einstein to Martiw Navra- ^^8 rnnurrh Tn Security but six of his nine children and their families.

f . A _ »Ua //Ktin/^AP ftf WaflO <!Orn* SOlCS l K , »UA«t <irntrA/{ 5n fllA IlnitAfl

rize—all have come to this country ana ^vertV-AtJOTronroTeTCry four legal immi- one as a custodian—but their wages are low, ana>pted as Americans,” said Rep. Norman Y. Mi- receiving SSI many of them former work- they cannot help their parents financially. The
;ta (D-Calif.) during the House floor debate. L i„ the garment and service industries, also $680 in monthly SSI benefits barely covers rent. 
But advocates of the new restnctiora insist Senirity retirement benefits. utilities and food for Phan and his wife. Truong
- legal immigrants must accept subs^^ » Martinez. 71, a retired day Uborer. hves Thi Ty, 68. who arrived last year, 
ifices at a time of widespread cuts m teoerai ^Veslaco Tex., in the Rio Grande valley. Ongi- jbe blue couch in their one-bedroom Falls

a TO^'i7.;8:^;ira;;i;;ilastyear.
icnuuw o ----- ---------- ™ in vveslaoo, Tex., in the Rio Grande valley. Ongi- jbe blue couch in their one-bedroom Falls
lending on assistance pr°8™f; . nally from Mexico, Martinez worked for 16 years (^burch apartment is threadbare. A white Frisbee
"Quite frankly. 1 do not think that wh«m we r ^ cucumbers, tomatoes, s^wbemes a^ np^ije jj the tray for chipped tea-

jtMg benefits ana cutting f°r es Ohio. Horida and Miclu.PJ}- He r^^ One recent afternoon, the fiance of one of
g„todtogh..r, bto«»h. .hem . b.9 .(

icrifices at a time v. a.—,----------

. .__ -______: ruislfarp for 0*JT Clt2-jtMg benefits ano^ cutting ^vclf^e for <yjir (^- P ^ P, Michigan. He r^^ One recent afternoon, the fiance of one of
ms, 1 don’t see why “ S tot ^e?? four years ago after he thS granddaughters brought them a bag of
lat we have im obligation o to^ tot ^en t ^^87 a month m W ^ty. and ^ buy themselves.
,en cmzens of o^;; 0^ $i7S ir. ECI. His ynfe, dso a Truong has frequent migraines, ar.d may have
lay Shaw Jr. (R-Fla.), an author receives an additional spousal Social Securi y s\^e:s from severe arthritis. Be-
elfare plaiL . . .#__ rhprWof 5139amonth. .. wppn his henefits un-

f t iwavw w*. w—o--------citizens of ou*- own country
diabetes. Phan suffers from severe arthritis. Be-

<^An^^p nn iminigrants eligibility* _ y.uA/*i/ u/ith mv bipsses. they can find

der tne nouse dui, dui ms wuc wuuju uti stipend and Medicaid coverage. Under the Senate
*i.A tt»Aiit/4 Iaca thpir pnltTP nrnnth*

Sen. Alan K. Simpsom K-W5^o-;, a onec^ i ^ j „„deratand about the
eader on immigraUon (»Ucy, ^en tnai ^teM co ^ bad won the war,
egal immigrant ignited "rs iho woK hard-hitortLiefugees, then‘all the Vietnamese soldiers would be leading

5S.Ss«ss -z=zz=:^,;s*.*spar.iSCbLS’S
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