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COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION REFORM:
GOVERNMENT PERSPECTIVES ON IMMIGRA-
TION STATISTICS

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 6, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP,
REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:47 p.m., in Room
2141, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Zoe Lofgren
(Chairwoman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Lofgren, Gutierrez, Berman, Jackson
Lee, Delahunt, Sanchez, Davis, Ellison, King, Lungren, and Smith.

Staff present: Ur Mendoza Jaddou, Chief Counsel; R. Blake
Chisam, Majority Counsel; George Fishman, Minority Counsel; and
Benjamin Staub, Professional Staff Member.

Ms. LOFGREN. The Subcommittee hearing will now come to order.

We have had a series of hearings, beginning at Ellis Island, ex-
amining comprehensive immigration reform, looking at the issues
from 1986 and 1996 in an effort to avoid mistakes of the past.

We have considered current employment workplace verification
systems, family priorities in immigration, and the proposed point
system that the Senate is looking at. We have looked at the cost
of immigration on States and localities. We have held hearings on
the integration of immigrants, the future of undocumented immi-
grant students in the United States, heard from stakeholders in
the immigrant community, labor unions, the business community,
and much of the debate has been around numbers.

So this is a hearing where we are going to hear from Govern-
ment witnesses about the numbers: How many illegal immigrants
are here? How big is the backlog? How many occupations does the
Government project there are or will be shortages in? How many
potential immigrants with pending immigration petitions are out-
side the United States?

There are important questions, and we hope to get answers from
the two panels.

We are really very blessed to have two of our colleagues who are
here, but before we go to them I would just like to ask the Ranking
Member if he has a statement he would like to offer for the record.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lofgren follows:]

o))
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRWOMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
IMMIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL
Law

I would like to welcome the Immigration Subcommittee Members, our witnesses,
and members of the public to the Subcommittee’s fifteenth hearing on comprehen-
sive immigration reform.

Our series of hearings on comprehensive immigration reform began at Ellis Is-
land, where we examined the need for comprehensive immigration reform to secure
our borders, to address economic and demographic concerns, and there we reviewed
our nation’s rich immigrant history. We have studied immigration reform from 1986
and 1996 in an effort to avoid the mistakes of the past. We’ve considered the prob-
lems with and proposed solutions for our current employment and worksite
verification system. In light of the recent Senate immigration agreement to elimi-
nate family priorities in immigration and replace those priorities with a completely
new and untested point system, we studied the contributions of family immigrants
to America and various immigration point systems used around the world. We have
explored the costs of immigration on our states and localities. We've held hearings
to explore the importance of immigrant integration and the future of undocumented
immigrant students in the United States. Before the recess, we heard from numer-
ous groups of stakeholders and labor unions about their concerns about immigration
reform.

Just this morning we listened to the perspectives of business groups.

This afternoon, in the last of our hearings on comprehensive immigration reform,
we will get the government’s numbers.

Much of the debate about comprehensive immigration reform revolves around
numbers. How many illegal immigrants are there? How big is the current immigra-
tion backlog? How many occupations does the government project there are or will
be shortages in? How many potential immigrants with pending immigration peti-
tions are outside the U.S.?

These are important questions. To draft comprehensive immigration reform legis-
lation and to answer the inevitable questions about that legislation, the Sub-
committee needs to hear from knowledgeable government witnesses about the sta-
tistics the government keeps.

This hearing will allow the Subcommittee to learn what the numbers are. Wit-
nesses from the Administration and the Congressional Research Service will help
us to get the facts and figures we all need to make the judgments and assumptions
necessary to do immigration reform right.

From these numbers, we should be able to better make the policy judgments nec-
essary to evaluate the different comprehensive immigration reform proposals.

Thank you again to our distinguished witnesses for being here today to help us
sort through what is a complex and very important issue.

Mr. KING. Thank you, Madam Chair. I, like you, appreciate the
witnesses that are here today.

I will begin my remarks by expressing disappointment about the
procedure surrounding witness selection for today’s hearing. While
I appreciate the willingness of the witnesses who are here to tes-
tify, I am disappointed in the fact that the minority was required
to invite only Government witnesses here to testify. There is no
precedent for this, and there will be no precedent for this.

Unfortunately, today is not the first time that we have had our
witnesses dictated by the majority. The same thing occurred on
May 3rd on a different hearing.

And so, in response to the decree about minority witnesses and
their identity and to ensure that both sides of this issue are pub-
licly examined, just as I did on May 3rd and pursuant to House
Rule 11, I now request a minority day of hearing to be able to ad-
dress this subject matter from a minority perspective.

And I present a letter to you, Madam Chair.

Regarding the subject at hand, immigration statistics is a vast
issue area. Many immigration-related numbers and statistics are
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circulated by Government sources and private entities each day. I
would like to list some of those numbers.

Nineteen thousand five hundred and eighty-eight dollars
($19,588): That is the amount each low-skilled immigrant house-
hold costs American taxpayers per year, according to The Heritage
Foundation.

Two and a half trillion dollars ($2.5 trillion dollars): the amount
of net retirement costs, or benefits minus taxes, to American tax-
payers if all the current adult illegal immigrants in the United
States were granted amnesty, according to The Heritage Founda-
tion senior research fellow Robert Rector.

Zero: another number, the number of final orders issued to em-
ployers for hiring illegal immigrants in 2004. Zero enforcement.

Ten: the number of final orders issued for hiring illegal immi-
grants in 2005. Working a little better.

Three: the number of illegal immigrants in the Fort Dix Six, the
group arrested while planning to murder American soldiers at Fort
Dix, New Jersey.

Two hundred seven billion, one hundred million dollars ($207.1
billion): the amount estimated by TREA Senior Citizens League
that a Social Security totalization agreement with Mexico would
cost American taxpayers by the year 2040. That is $207.1 billion.

One hundred eight thousand and twenty-five (108,025): the num-
ber of OTMs, “other than Mexicans,” from countries like Pakistan,
Syria, Iran that were apprehended on the U.S.-Mexican border by
Border Patrol while trying to illegally cross into the United States.

Twenty-five million (25 million): the number of pounds of trash
estimated by the Bureau of Land Management to have been left
along the Arizona-Mexico border by illegal immigrants crossing
into the United States—25 million pounds.

Seventy-eight and six tenths (78.6): the number of miles of vehi-
cle barrier that have been built along the 2,000 mile U.S.-Mexican
border as of May 24th of this year.

Eighty-seven and two tenths (87.2): the number of miles of fenc-
ing that have been built along the southern border up to May 25th
of this year.

Sixty-nine million (69 million): That is the number of people in
the United States of working age who are simply not in the work-
force.

One million, two hundred and sixth-six thousand, two hundred
and sixty-four (1,266,264): That is the number of lawful permanent
residents admitted to the United States in 2006, more than any
other country in the world.

The statistics I have listed are particularly interesting since they
prove that the United States is generous with its immigration pol-
icy, that the United States has an enormous problem with illegal
immigration, that the United States has not in many years had an
Administration interested in enforcing immigration laws, that the
United States is vulnerable to another terrorist attack and that we
must end illegal immigration.

With that, Madam Chair, I look forward to the witnesses’ testi-
mony. And I appreciate your acceptance and ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be introduced into the record as well.

And I yield back the balance of my time.
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Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired. The letter is re-
ceived and will be dealt with according to the rules.

[The letter referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Ms. LOFGREN. The hearing before us will really be to get a han-
dle on answers. And before we go to our more traditional Govern-
ment witnesses, we are very honored to be joined by two of our col-
leagues here today.

Thank you for putting up with the business part of our meeting.

And I am going to go in order of seniority here.

The minority’s witness is the gentleman from California, Con-
gressman Dana Rohrabacher. Congressman Rohrabacher, my col-
league from California, represents the 46th Congressional District.
A senior member of the Foreign Affairs and Science Committees,
Congressman Rohrabacher came to Congress after serving as a spe-
cial assistant and speechwriter to President Reagan. He earned his
bachelor’s degree from Long Beach State College and his master’s
degree from the University of Southern California. And he and his
wife Rhonda became the proud parents of triplets in April 2004.
And I invite you to ask him to see the pictures, as I have. It is a
wonderful thing.

We are also joined by our colleague, Congressman Joe Crowley,
the representative from New York’s 7th Congressional District,
who is serving his fifth term here in the House. After graduating
from Queens College, he won a seat in the New York State Assem-
bly at the age of 24 years old. After 12 years of service in Albany,
he was elected in 1998 to serve with us in the House of Represent-
atives. A Member of the Committee of Ways and Means and the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Congressman Crowley is the only
Member of Congress to have lost a member of his family in the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11. He and his wife Casey have three
wonderful children: Colin, Kensey Louise, and Liam. And you can
also ask him to see the pictures.

We are very pleased to have you both here. You know the drill.
Your full statements are part of the record. We ask you to try and
summarize in about 5 minutes.

We are going to ask other Members to put their opening state-
ments into the record, and we will reserve time for Mr. Conyers or
Mr. Smith if they come.

At this point, we would turn to Dana and then to Joe.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE DANA ROHRABACHER, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, and I appreciate the
opportunity to testify.

Whereas reliable statistics on illegal immigration are notoriously
hard to come by and to verify, so such a discussion as this is very
beneficial.

Contrary to the image many are trying to promote, illegal immi-
gration has had a devastating impact on Social Security. More than
half of illegal immigrants in our country work for cash under the
table. So these illegal immigrants do not pay into the Social Secu-
rity system. And since they are paid in cash, the employers do not
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pay their part of the contribution into the Social Security system
either.

Another negative effect is that jobs which would have been filled
by American citizens or legal immigrants are taken away. Without
a pool of available illegal immigrants, employers would be forced
to hire legal applicants and cover them under Social Security.

So Americans are losing jobs to illegals who aren’t paying their
fair share into the Social Security system.

Corresponding to this, a flow of illegal labor into our country
brings down wages in general. Employers who might have paid $10
to $12 an hour now pay lower wages, which then results in lower
contributions to the Social Security system.

There are those, of course, who would think the solution is to le-
galize all of those who are illegally in the United States and they
believe that this would solve the Social Security crisis. In fact, le-
galizing the status of those here illegally will make the Social Secu-
rity challenge facing America dramatically worse. Any plan that
specifically gives Social Security to those who have been working
in this country and have been working here illegally is an invita-
tion to fraud on a massive scale.

What would stop anyone from claiming that they worked here
under a false Social Security number? Hundreds of thousands of
people pay into Social Security under phony numbers, especially
the number 000-00-0000. How can one prove who it was that used
a fraudulent Social Security number and who did not use that? So
it lends itself to even more fraud.

We already have a huge problem with identity theft and fraudu-
lent identification. Allowing those who have worked illegally in the
United States to participate in Social Security exponentially in-
creases the incentive for fraud. And of course, we already know
that the people who have been working here are willing to commit
identity fraud, because that is how they got the jobs that they are
working here in the first place, all of those who are not working
under the table, and even some of them who are working under the
table.

Another overlooked consequence is the survivors’ benefit and dis-
ability aspect of Social Security. What would stop anyone from
claiming, “My spouse worked there under a false number, I am the
widow, these are my children, start sending the survivors’ benefits
that we are entitled to”?

Remember, billions of people around the world have no retire-
ment system whatsoever. So why assume that only younger immi-
grants are going to come here to the United States? Why wouldn’t
someone in their 50’s think, “I could work in the United States for
10 years, and Social Security payments would let me live very well
in my own country”?

Furthermore, many people will now be legalized under several
different proposals who are poor and low-skilled. In fact, over half
the illegal immigrants coming into our country don’t even have a
high school education.

The inconvenient fact is that Social Security pays out more bene-
fits proportionally to lower-wage workers than to higher-paid work-
ers. Thus the projections that I have seen from Social Security as-
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sumes that immigrants who are coming in have the same earning
potential as Americans. Well, that is just not true.

What we have got here is people pouring in who are poorer, who
will then be receiving more Social Security benefits than they are
putting in, which is a huge threat to the viability of the Social Se-
curity system in the long run.

The last and most significant point is this. In 1986, after being
told that we would be legalizing about 1 million people, 3 million
illegal immigrants ended up being granted amnesty. It is now 20
years later, and the current illegal immigrant estimates range from
12 million to 20 million people here illegally. The 20 million figure
comes not from a Government source, but from a private study con-
ducted on the monies that are sent back through remittances to
other countries.

Is there any doubt that legalizing the status of those who come
here illegally will result in a flood of new illegal immigrants into
our country? Permitting these legalized immigrants into the Social
Security system will turbo-charge the flood of illegals into our coun-
try. If we legalize 12 million to 20 million now, there will be 45 mil-
lion to 60 million here in 2027.

No fence, no wall, no minefield, no system will keep the illegal
aliens out of this country if we give them a reasonable hope that
they will receive Government benefits, including retirement, and it
can be theirs if they just get across the U.S. border and wait us
out.

Under such a strain, our Social Security system will not survive.
It will collapse. Being irrationally benevolent to illegals is a crime
against our own people.

And I would like to submit a written statement for the record.!

Ms. LOFGREN. Of course. Thank you, Congressman Rohrabacher.

We will turn now to our colleague Joe Crowley, with special
thanks. The Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee had a
scheduling conflict, and his colleague on the Committee stepped
into the breach.

So, Joe, you are now recognized for 5 minutes.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE JOSEPH CROWLEY, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW
YORK

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you for inviting me here today.

As you point out, I have a particular interest in the issue of im-
migration as the son of an immigrant as well as the grandson of
immigrants. And as duly noted by the leadership on our side, Whip
Clyburn has appointed me as Chief Deputy Whip to work on this
particular issue. So I am very happy to be here today to speak on
this issue.

I believe very strongly in it as well, and I think I have a more
optimistic view of the contributions of immigrants to the United
States economically. And I think it is about looking forward, not
looking backwards, and maybe not even looking at where we are

1The Subcommittee had not received a written statement at the time of the printing of this
hearing,
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today but looking at where we are going to be in a number of years
to come.

And I am also not here today to make points or criticize in any
way the Senate bill that they are working through right now. It is
my hope that they do act on something and don’t retreat but move
forward and actually pass something, so we can then take some-
thing up here, move to a conference and get real, comprehensive
immigration reform passed.

But I would point out to the Committee that the CBR report
shows that comprehensive immigration reform is essential to the
growth of our economy, and this is why. It is imperative we pass
a comprehensive immigration reform this year in order to secure
our borders, sustain a strong economic future for the United States
and ensure that our country remains a haven for those who seek
freedom, opportunity and a better way of life for themselves and
for their families.

Immigration does not necessarily have to be a drain on the econ-
omy, as many would have you believe. Immigrants are not a drain
on taxpayers in the economy. In fact, they improve many aspects
of our economy, adding to job creation, increasing our national rev-
enue, and increasing, for example, the revenue going into Social Se-
curity and our Social Security fund.

Look at the jobs they fill, the money they spend, the jobs they
create. They are essential to our Nation’s future prosperity. An im-
migrant may take a job that in turn leads to the creation of a job,
or two jobs, or three jobs. So we are not talking about a fixed pie
here.

At the Summit on Retirement Savings hosted by the United
States Department of Labor, Alan Greenspan stated, “The larger
our workforce is in the year 2010 and beyond, the easier producing
goods and services for both retirees and active workers will be. Im-
migration policy will therefore be a key component of baby-boom
retirement policy.”

For example, people are not joining the workforce at the same
rate as they were in the 1950’s during the baby-boom era. Passing
comprehensive immigration reform is necessary because it will
allow more individuals to join the workforce legally and to add to
our economy and the benefits that we all enjoy.

This year it was widely reported that undocumented immigrants
in New York and throughout our Nation filed taxes in record num-
bers to start a paper trail with the prospect of Congress over-
hauling our immigration system. This only proves that comprehen-
sive immigration reform holds the promise of getting more individ-
uals, even those without documentation, to voluntarily pay into the
system rather than remain an invisible part and outside of that
system.

Undocumented immigrant workers already pay an estimated $7
billion a year into the Social Security system. There can be no bet-
ter incentive than a common-sense immigration policy to encourage
more individuals to pay taxes in the hope of getting a foothold in
the climb toward naturalization.

Granted, I do agree that some of the undocumented illegal work-
ers today are paid off the books. Some use false Social Security
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numbers. Others use false taxpayer I.D. numbers to pay into a sys-
tem that they will not necessarily get a benefit from in the future.

No one has yet figured out a way in which we compensate those
who have already contributed toward the Social Security system
who are undocumented here in the United States today.

Immigration will be the primary source of new skilled workers
for manufacturing, filling 10 million new jobs by the year 2020. An
inadequate labor force would accelerate the transfer of American
productive capacity and well-paid manufacturing jobs overseas. Re-
gardless of what Lou Dobbs says, it is not speak in facts but pedals
fear.

Look at my district, for instance. Look at my city. It is full of for-
eign corporations hiring Americans and immigrants assimilating in
and being a boom to our economy. Failure to attract enough labor
through immigration will result in lower gross domestic product
growth by at least 3 percent in 10 years and at least 17 percent
in 30 years.

Immigrants are crucial to jobs and the labor force. Growth in the
1990’s in the new economy of the last decade has overwhelmingly
depended on male immigrant workers. That is also from Mr.
Greenspan.

So in the end, Madam Chair, I applaud the work that you are
doing trying to develop comprehensive immigration reform that
takes into account the integrity of our borders, the need to end ille-
gal immigration as we know it today, but also bring about a prac-
tical approach toward comprehensive immigration reform that will
improve the economy of the United States and also the lives of the
millions who are undocumented here today who want nothing more
than a better way of life for themselves, for their families, and for
all Americans.

And with that, I will have more formal testimony submitted for
the record.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Crowley is inserted in the Ap-
pendix.]

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.

Without objection, both statements are submitted for the record.

Let me ask you this, I know how busy everybody’s schedule is.
We ordinarily go to questions. If you have other obligations, we will
happily say goodbye. Or if you are able—okay.

Why don’t we do this? We will start with questions, and then if
you have conflicts, we understand, and you can leave whenever you
need to.

Mr. CROWLEY. And if I don’t like the question I can just leave.

Ms. LOFGREN. That is right. [Laughter.]

Let me start, if I can.

That is right. The Ranking Member is correct. I did reserve the
right for both the Chairman and Ranking Member to give their
opening statements. And I need to recognize the Ranking Member
of the full Committee at this time.

Mr. SmMiTH. Madam Chair, thank you for letting me go out of
order. I appreciate you and Ranking Member King in doing so. I
will only take 1 minute, because I know there is limited time on
the part of our witnesses, and I know Members have questions.
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I just want to make a couple of comments and, on the way there,
also compliment you, Madam Chair, on being such an activist
Chairwoman. You have set the record and set the pace for a num-
ber of meetings and a number of hearings, and it is all for good
effect, I believe.

I want to follow up on what Mr. Rohrabacher said. And I appre-
ciate his testimony as well.

He made the statement, which is absolutely accurate, that over
half of all immigrants do not have a high school education. When
we talk about the impact of immigrants, for instance on Social Se-
curity, I think we need to differentiate between those immigrants
who have no high school education and those who do have, say, a
college education or above. Their contributions into Social Security
and what they get from Social Security are obviously going to be
different.

And I know later on you are going to have a witness from the
Social Security Administration. I hope that they will say in open
court today what they told me on the phone a year ago, and I hope
they haven’t changed their testimony since that time.

The discussions I had with the Social Security Administration a
year ago were that if you took the median age of an immigrant who
did not have a high school education—and we are talking about
over half of all immigrants—and you looked at the wages that they
averaged, which was less than $30,000, over their lifetime they
would get back more than $100,000 more than they contributed
into the Social Security trust fund.

Therefore, every immigrant that does not have a high school edu-
cation is actually contributing to the destabilization and financial
insolvency of the Social Security Administration over time.

We ought to just differentiate between those who contribute and
have a net positive impact on Social Security and those who are ac-
tually going to be getting back over $100,000 more than they put
in.
Lastly, when we had more time, I would comment further on the
impact of immigration on jobs, but every credible study I have seen
shows that it has a negative impact, particularly on blue-collar
workers in America and disproportionately on minorities and those
without a high school education. Those individuals are the ones
that unfortunately see their wages decline, and there is literally a
race to the bottom as to how little they can be paid.

And so I think when we go forward, Madam Chair, we ought to
take into consideration the adverse impact of those immigrants on
our American workers. I yearn for a national leader who will stand
up for the American workers.

Thank you, Madam Chair, and I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman yields back. Now we will return to
our colleagues for brief questions.

I, obviously, no matter what conclusions we have reached on the
subject, I believe that all of us, as Members of Congress, want the
best thing for our country. I mean, I don’t know of any Member of
Congress who has come here trying to do something other than the
best thing for our country. But we have a variety of pieces of infor-
mation before us and are reaching conclusions based on that infor-
mation and, in some cases, see the information in a different way.
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We asked the Congressional Research Service a series of ques-
tions, and, without objection, I will make all of their answers a part
of the record.

[The information referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Ms. LOFGREN. But one of the things that the CRS report—and
I think they are actually quoting the trustee’s report from Social
Security. On page 15 of the report, they say that, as immigration
increases, program cost rates decrease. And in a 25-year period,
2007-2031, with a net immigration per year of 672,500, the cost
rate is 14.26. If you go up to 900,000, it is 14.3. If it is 1.3 million,
it is 3.96.

And they base that assumption, really, on that immigrants tend
to be young. And thinking back to Ellis Island, our first hearing,
what they were looking for at Ellis Island in that big period was
they were looking for young, healthy people who wanted to work
and who wanted to come and be Americans.

I think a hundred years have passed and, really, we are kind of
looking for the same thing: people with enough get-up-and-go to get
up and go and get here and work and make something for them-
selves and their family and, in the process, they make something
for America. And I think that is reflected in the Social Security
trustees’ report.

I don’t know, Mr. Crowley, if you have or not—you are kind of
a pinch-hitter here—whether you have had a chance to take a look
at the trustees’ report, but certainly the CBO analysis that shows
a net financial benefit of this immigration, the report that they
have just released—which, without objection, I will also make a
part of the record—would seem to show that.

[The report referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Mr. CROWLEY. I haven’t read the trustees’ report, but I have
looked over the summary of the CBO report, which does, although
different years, I believe, does demonstrate the same outcome, and
that is that benefit to the coffers of the United States.

I also think it is important to have, of the notion that if somehow
the 12-million-plus undocumented illegals that are here today were
to evaporate, who would fill the jobs that would then be created by
them.

Clearly—at least in my experience, it has been clear for me—the
overwhelming number of immigrants who come to the United
States today are not different than immigrants who came in the
past, in the sense that their overwhelming drive is to improve their
state of life and for their families as well.

They take tremendous risks to come here. They leave family
members behind, and many of them who have been living here in
an undocumented fashion have been out of physical contact with
their loved ones for many, many years. That strength, that courage
and that drive is something that I think we as Americans want on
our side, want on our team.

So I know there are many who would attack those same individ-
uals and say we don’t want them, whatever the reason is. But I
think they do add tremendously to the value of our society. The
overwhelming majority are looking to contribute and want to con-
tribute in a more full way, and that is as full legal citizens.
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And I would only add that not only are they right now not able
to have a legal job, they can’t live in a legal apartment, they can’t
live really in a legal society. They live in a subculture or a Black-
market society. And I think it is better for all of us.

I am concerned about terrorism. I am concerned about people
being exploited. What better way to make them unexploitable than
by giving them the ability to come out into the light of day and be
a more practical part of our society? Right now they don’t have that
opportunity, and that is what I would like to see change more than
anything else.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would suggest, number one, we are not
talking about immigration here. We are talking about illegal immi-
gration. Because no one would certainly disagree with the senti-
ments just expressed about how immigrants have contributed to
our societies and the great things they have done, the wonderful
people they generally have been.

We are talking about illegal immigration here. That is a different
issue. We bring in more legal immigrants than all the rest of the
world combined, so we have no apologies to make that we open up
our borders to legal immigrants. What do we do with the 15 million
to 20 million people who are here illegally?

The CBO report that you are talking about, or the CRA report,
that suggest that, for example, about the Social Security situation,
that is assuming that the people who have come here as illegals
have the same earning power as the average Americans workers
does. Now, I am sorry, their assumption is wrong.

Ms. LOFGREN. No, actually, I don’t think that is the case. It is
not fair. I have the report, and I will give it to you, Dana.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I think my staff did take my statistics from
that as well.

Ms. LOFGREN. On page 15.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But let’s then take what common sense tells
you. If we take the 15 million to 20 million people who are here
llegally, we legalize their status and then say, “The people who are
here illegally, who came here illegally but now are legalized are
now eligible to become part of the Social Security system,” what is
to say that those 100 million people or 200 million or even more
people who would take a message from that across the world who
are 50 years old and say, “My gosh, if I can get to the United
States, they have already legalized these other people and made
them eligible for Social Security, I will have a retirement”?

Ms. LOFGREN. My time is expired. One of the jobs of the Chair-
person is to set a good example for staying within the time frame.

I will just say, whether the United States should apologize is not
the question. We are trying to find out what is in the best interest
of America. That is the question for me.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Right.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would yield now to the Ranking Member for his
5 minutes.

Mr. KING. Thank you, Madam Chair.

I think that we need to have far more discussion about the long-
term implications of what may happen in this Congress this year.

I do appreciate both of your testimony, to be here today and to
sit and answer questions as well.
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Mr. Crowley, you made a comment that piqued my interest. I
haven’t had an opportunity, of course, to review the testimony of
either, which means I have to pay attention, which is a good thing.
But I am wondering, from a background perspective, could you give
me some sense of your economic involvement throughout your non-
public life career? Can you give me some sense what that might be?

Mr. CROWLEY. In regards to what?

Mr. KING. What is your profession in the real world?

Mr. CROWLEY. As was stated in the opening remarks of the
Chairwoman, I was elected to the State legislature at 24. I was
pretty much a year out of college when I was elected. So, therefore,
I did not have the opportunity to be engaged in a full-time way in
the private sector. Although the State legislature is a part-time po-
sition, and during that time I did own a business, a travel agency,
in Queens County.

Mr. KING. That gives you a background, and it helps me frame
this question. As I listed, one of the comments you made was one
immigrant can take a job and create perhaps as many as two or
three other jobs. Could you explain how that would happen?

Mr. CROWLEY. What I am suggesting is that if an immigrant is
producing a job and is living in a society, for instance in a neigh-
borhood like Jackson Heights, Queens, which I represent, which is
an immigrant community, those people have to eat. They have a
job, they earn an income, they provide for their family. I am talk-
ing about they go to a grocery store, they have more demand, more
supplies are needed. The people who stack those shelves, the peo-
ple who work at the counter.

Mr. KING. Their spending creates two to three jobs then?

Mr. CROWLEY. I am saying that potentially, theoretically, if you
have more people here, more services are required to sustain those
people, more jobs.

Mr. KING. I understand your answer, Mr. Crowley, and I thank
you for that, because I didn’t know the distinction was whether
they were going to hire those two or three or whether their spend-
ing was going to create two or three. It is their spending.

Mr. CROWLEY. I am talking in terms of common-sense theory.

Mr. KING. The ripple effect.

Mr. CROWLEY. If there are more people here, there are more——

Mr. KING [continuing]. I would argue that when you spend a dol-
lar, you don’t create three, but that would be just our disagree-
ment.

More important, I think the central question is there is some-
thing that doesn’t get answered here, and as the chief deputy whip
on this issue—and I congratulate you for that—the question I am
wondering if it gets asked and answered on your side of the aisle
is, is there such a thing as too much immigration, legal or illegal?

And the components of that are, can we fail to assimilate? Is
there a number so large of cheap labor that it drags our economy
down? Any of those components.

Is there any limit to what might be supported or endorsed on
your side? And if so, would you consider supporting and endorsing
an overall cap where we could say, however we rearrange each one
of the different kinds of visas we have here, in the United States
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there is going to be no more than X number for each individual
year from here on out?

Mr. CROWLEY. I appreciate the question, Mr. King, and I suppose
those same questions were asked throughout the history of our
country. They were certainly asked in the 1840’s when the Irish
were coming to this country, in the 1850’s when the Germans
came, and the Italians came later, and the Chinese. That has been
a question, I think, that has been asked often in the history of the
United States.

And my perspective is, my observation is, the moment we stop
growing as a Nation, we stop growing.

Mr. KiNG. How much is too many, though? I know the Irish are
masters at filibustering, and I am one of those guys like that, so
my apologies for that ability. But do we have an answer

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, I am not filibustering. I am answering the
question, that I think that is a question that has been continued
to be asked by many within the country that we know as the
United States today that has expanded over the past few centuries,
originally starting in the 13 colonies and moving west.

Mr. KING. As the whip, will your caucus support an overall—

Mr. CROWLEY. Sorry?

Mr. KING. As a chief deputy whip, will your caucus support an
overall cap so that we at least know how many we might be legal-
izing?

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, that is way above my pay grade right now.
But what I would suggest is that this is a fluid issue that we are
going through, and I appreciate the hearings that are being held,
that you are participating in. I do think these are the questions
that need to be asked.
hMr. KiNG. T am sorry. I am just about out of time. I appreciate
that.

I want to turn to Mr. Rohrabacher and ask him if he wants to
respond to any of those questions that I have laid out there, in the
few seconds I have left.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I think there is a distinct philosophical dif-
ference. I think the American people should pay attention to what
positions people are taking.

If they think that this massive flood of illegals into our country
or, even if you just legalize them, that it is not going to cause a
bigger flood to come in, please pay attention to who is advocating
what. I believe that is to the great detriment of our people. It is
hurting our education system. It is threatening our Social Security
system.

Our criminal courts in California are just crowded, the criminal
justice system is breaking down, and this is caused by too large a
flow of people into our country, an out-of-control flow. And it is not
in the best interest of our country, and it is not creating better jobs
or higher-paying jobs for our people. It is bringing wages down.

Mr. KING. I thank both of the honorable gentlemen and the
Chair, and I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman yields back.

The gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Ellison, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you, Madam Chair.




14

Let me also thank the two distinguished Members for presenting
your ideas. Just a few questions that might be a little bit off the
beaten path of this conversation.

Could either of you explain what your views are in terms of how
American trade policy impacts immigration? After the passage of
NAFTA, in your view, did we see the low-cost, the cheap corn from
the United States, have an impact on Mexican farms, which then
led to immigration?

I mean, we could build a wall as high as we want to, but if a
Mexican farmer can’t make it, aren’t we driving them to the north?
Do you guys have any thoughts on that?

Mr. CROWLEY. I wasn’t here for NAFTA.

Mr. ELLISON. You can’t duck it like that. [Laughter.]

Mr. CROWLEY. I am not going to duck it. What I am going to sug-
gest, though, is I think there are a lot of contributory factors into
what drives immigrants to the United States.

You are speaking specifically about a trade agreement, which I
believe NAFTA was Canada and Mexico. The Canadians are not
coming here in droves. What you are suggesting is that the Mexi-
cans are.

What I would also suggest is that it is not just Mexicans who are
coming across that border, that there are others who are looking
for economic opportunity, that trade policy certainly can have an
impact on a country’s job market, but I also think there were other
contributory factors. It could be discrimination, it could be religious
discrimination, political issues. It could be a hurricane that wipes
the economy of Central America off the map for a couple of years
and drives people to come to the United States.

I think it is a factor. I can’t say specifically whether that par-
ticular trade agreement——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Can I answer?

Mr. ELLISON. Yes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I was here. I voted for NAFTA.

Mr. ELLISON. Okay.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. And I voted for NAFTA because I felt it
would help the American and the Mexican economy.

And to the degree that it has helped the economy of Mexico,
there are reasons some economists believe that the economy of
Mexico would be at a lower level now if we wouldn’t have passed
NAFTA. To that degree, it helped solve some of the problem, some
of the pull, that we have here into our country, where people who
are poor in that country are coming here to better themselves.

But our own policies, what benefits we provide the people of
Mexico or any other country are just as important as the trade poli-
cies. Trade policies will determine a little bit about how prosperous
the other country is, if they have the ability to earn their own liv-
ing there. But if we actually offer all of the benefits and treasures
that belong to the American people to anyone who can come over
here, they are going to come.

Mr. ELLISON. I have heard that, and I thank you for sharing it.

It sounds to me like both you gentlemen pretty much feel like
trade is really not a factor in driving immigration. Or if it is, it is
just one among a whole bunch of other factors, and we really can’t
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say that American trade policy, particularly with Central and Latin
America, is driving it.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. To the degree that

Mr. ELLISON. Let me just tell you this. Mexico imports corn,
okay, from the United States. And, to me, the missing piece of this
conversation is this question of how some of our policies on trade
may benefit multinationals, but those same policies impact people
at the lower-income scale in both the United States and let’s say
Mexico for example, in ways that we really haven’t begun to talk
about yet.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Ellison, I wouldn’t necessarily disagree with
the point that you are making, although I think the new template
that has been created under this Democratic caucus and this
Democratic Party, in the trade agreements that will move forward,
it will be remarkably different than whatever happened in the
past.

Mr. ELLISON. I think you are right. I hope you are right about
that.

Mr. CROWLEY. And, number two, I also would suggest—and, you
know, I watch Lou Dobbs from time to time—that I do notice that
it moves from immigration to job loss, immigration to job loss, con-
necting the two somehow.

Mr. ELLISON. Right.

Mr. CROWLEY. And not to say that there may not be some impact
on both trade, on immigration, as it pertains to job loss here in the
United States, but I do think there is a concerted effort to try to
somehow mire the immigrant opportunity, blaming them for job
loss that is taking place in Ohio or in Michigan.

Mr. ELLISON. The one thing that I want to just say that I agree
with you wholeheartedly is that I definitely oppose the idea that
somehow poor people in the United States or working people in the
United States should look at immigrants as the people to blame for
their woes. I think that the problem starts at a much higher level,
and that is how we run our economy. And I think a lot of that has
to do with globalization and trade policy.

So that is just my speech.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time is expired.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Lungren, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much.

I would be one who wants us to get an immigration bill finally
completed, but I find myself at times at odds with everybody in-
volved in this.

Mr. Crowley, I am trying to find out a little bit of a focus on
where you are coming from and some that are aligned with you are
coming from.

As the Republican floor manager for Simpson-Mazzoli in 1986, I
was convinced at that time it was the best we could do and that
we would have a barrier against the continuation of serious illegal
immigration with employer sanctions and enforcement. And it is
my observation that we didn’t enforce and we didn’t truly imple-
ment employer sanctions. And as a result, the other half of the bar-
gain, which was to legalize a large number of people rather than
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}slettling the issue, became part of the attraction for more to come
ere.

And now, instead of dealing with 4 million or 5 million illegal
aliens, we are dealing with 12 million or 14 million. Mr. Rohr-
abacher has raised it to 20 million. I don’t know by the time we
finish the debate how high the number will be, but there are a
larger number.

So I would just ask you, Mr. Crowley, is that a concern, and
should that be a concern—that is, the continuation of illegal immi-
gration into the country?

Mr. CROWLEY. What I would like to see, if I were in the driver’s
seat on this legislation, is that it needs to be done in a holistic ap-
proach. It cannot just be about addressing the issue of the 12 mil-
lion undocumented without also addressing the porous nature of
our border.

And actually I think there is a third aspect to this, and that is
helping people. It drives toward Mr. Ellison’s comments, and that
is helping people in their country of origin stay in their country of
origin.

So in response to your question, I do think it is an issue that
needs to be addressed, but it also has to be done at the same time
we have actual real enforcement.

It is getting a little far afield from what we are talking about
today, specifically, but I would envision and I hope that we have
a conference report that we all get to vote on and the President has
a chance to sign that it is one that recognizes that we need to take
care of the security of the 12-million-plus undocumented who live
here in the United States and at the same time address the secu-
rity of the boundaries of our country.

Mr. LUNGREN. Okay. Well, in attempting to do that, the Senate
bill, at least as it started on the floor, gave a January 1, 2007, date
as the eligibility for those who would then be given a legal status.
Would you agree with that date?

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, I guess you have to start somewhere.

Mr. LUNGREN. I understand that. I am asking whether you
agree.

Mr. CROWLEY. I have yet to determine whether or not that will
be the date that I will support. That is the Senate’s bill. The House
will have a bill, and we will see what the date is there, and when
we go to conference we will

Mr. LUNGREN. What would be the basis of your consideration for
that?

Mr. CROWLEY. I think at this point we should consider anyone
who is in the country at the point the bill is passed as a matter
of a practical approach to it.

Mr. LUNGREN. You realize saying that would encourage people to
come across now in hopes that a bill is going to pass.

Mr. CROWLEY. I think that people are anticipating we are going
to be passing a bill anyway. So, you know, the reality is we will
have a new class of undocumented who are living in the United
States.

Mr. LUNGREN. Then you would disagree with those who say that
if we make a legalization program available, it ought to be only for
those who have actual true roots in the community—that is, who
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have, in the balance of equities, been here long enough such that
they have put their roots down, they have connected here for a suf-
ficient period of time, that it would be difficult for them to go back.

You would reject that notion?

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Lungren, what I would suggest is that there
will be a date in place. Again, you are asking me my personal feel-
ing. There will be a date

Mr. LUNGREN. No, I understand that. I am trying to figure out
viflhat we need to do, what principles you would bring to bear on
that

Mr. CROWLEY. And I will answer the question. What will happen
is there will be a date in place, whether it is January 1, 2007, or
some other date, that will be the delineation mark as to when peo-
ple would have had to have been here, and then move forward.

I think that to suggest that we do anything other than that and
to do nothing at all would just simply not deal with the 12 million
undocumented.

Mr. LUNGREN. I am not suggesting doing nothing at all. I have
a bill that says if they have been here for 5 years or more, because
that is roots—I talked to one of our good Democratic friends and
he says he supports that January 1st date. I said, “That is not
roots.” He said, “Well, you know, at least it is beginning to have
some life there.”

Ms. LOFGREN. I think the word was “sprouts.”

Mr. LUNGREN. “Sprouts.”

I think we are all here, as far as I can tell, came from ancestors
who came from somewhere else. So I think we are all dedicated to
the sense of immigration. But there is also something we are dedi-
cated to, which is the rule of law. And in coming to a bill, we have
to somehow balance that love and dedication to an immigrant na-
tion with a sense of a country of laws.

And if we lose that, that could undermine—I mean, Father
Hesburgh said a number of years ago something which I think
would be a good guidance for us when he was the co-chair of the
commission on immigration set up by Jimmy Carter. He said, “We
have to close the back door of illegal immigration so that we can
keep the front door of legal immigration open.” And I hope we re-
member that.

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, I wouldn’t necessarily disagree with the
good father, but I would also suggest we have to do what is prac-
tical as well. And I don’t know if it is necessarily practical to go
just back 5 years. I think what we are creating is another class of
undocumented in the United States that we will have as difficult
a time dealing with as we are with the 12 million right now.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time is expired.

And I am going to thank our colleagues for taking the time out
of what we know is extremely busy days to share your testimony
and your thoughts and also your willingness to stay and be a wit-
ness and answer questions.

We are going to ask the second panel to come forward, if we may.
I would like to introduce them.

First on the panel, I am pleased to introduce Dr. Ruth Ellen
Wasem, a specialist, some might actually say the specialist, in im-
migration policy with the Congressional Research Service at the Li-
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brary of Congress. Dr. Wasem first came to Washington as a public
health service fellow with the Office of Population Affairs in the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. For 20 years,
however, she has worked with the Congressional Research Service.
Since 2000, she has led the policy analysts, attorneys and research-
ers who work on immigration. She earned her bachelor’s degree
from Muskingum College and both her master’s and doctorate de-
grees from the University of Michigan.

I am also pleased to welcome Dr. Ronald Bird, who is the chief
economist and the director of the Office of Economic Policy and
Analysis under the Assistant Secretary for Policy at the U.S. De-
partment of Labor. Prior to his work at the Labor Department, Dr.
Bird served as Chief Economist at the Employment Policy Founda-
tion and at DynCorp’s Consulting Services Division. He has held
faculty positions at the University of Alabama, North Carolina
State University, Meredith College, and Wesleyan College. He
earned his bachelor’s degree from Huntingdon College and his
Phl.lD. in economics at the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill.

I am also pleased to introduce Michael Hoefer, the director of the
Office of Immigration Statistics, or OIS, in the Policy Directorate
at the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. Mr. Hoefer began
his work with OIS in 1982 and has led the office since 1997. He
began his career in public service with the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics and was detailed at the U.S. Commission of Immigration dur-
ing its operation. He graduated from Cornell University in 1976
with a degree in industrial and labor relations with a concentration
in statistics.

And, finally, we are pleased to welcome Charles Oppenheim to
the Subcommittee. He is chief of the Visa Control and Reporting
Division at the Department of State. Mr. Oppenheim has worked
at the State Department for nearly 30 years, beginning as a con-
sular officer in the Bureau of Consular Affairs. He is the agency’s
expert in visa database management and statistical reporting. A
native of Richmond, Virginia, Mr. Oppenheim graduated from the
University of Richmond.

Now, as you know, your full written statements will be part of
our formal record. We would ask that you summarize your testi-
mony in about 5 minutes. When the yellow light goes on, that
means you only have a minute left. When your time is up, if you
could summarize, that would be great.

This is a wonderful opportunity for us really to hear from the ex-
perts in our own Government about—no one knows better than you
do what the actual statistics are. And so, I think your answers to
our questions can be definitive, and for that we thank you, not only
for being here today but for your public service, which does count
a great deal to all of us in the Congress.

So if we can begin, Dr. Wasem?

TESTIMONY OF RUTH ELLEN WASEM, Ph.D., SPECIALIST IN
IMMIGRATION POLICY, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

Ms. WASEM. Thank you, Madam Chairman, distinguished Mem-
bers of the Committee, for the opportunity to testify this afternoon.
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I am Ruth Wasem, as you said, a specialist in immigration policy
at the Congressional Research Service.

I am going to breeze through the written testimony I have pre-
pared by highlighting just a few of the figures in that testimony.

First, let’s take a look at Figure 1, and that is on page 1 in my
written testimony. In that, you can see the trend lines in the for-
eign-born population. Now, this data is census data and population
data that is based on those censuses and statistical samples. As
you can see, we are at the highest point in our history in terms
of the sheer number of foreign-born, and in 2005 that was about
36 million.

The main component of the foreign-born that I have depicted
here are as follows: About 35 percent are estimated to have natu-
ralized. This is based on their self-report. We estimate that about
30 percent in 2005 are legal permanent residents. About 31 percent
are estimated to be unauthorized aliens, and I will talk about that
a little bit more. And, finally, about 2 percent are estimated—
again, I am saying estimated as indirect estimation techniques—to
be people who are here on legal temporary visas that allow them
to stay here long enough to establish a residence. By that I mean
investors, intra-company transfers, non-immigrants of that sort.

Let’s move on then to Figure 3, and this is on page 3 of my testi-
mony, because this is a figure that depicts that 30 percent I talked
about that were legal permanent residents. These are the annual
numbers of individuals who get LPR status, and it is a trend line
from 1900 up until 2005. And as you can see, the LPR numbers at
the beginning of this century are approximating what they were at
the beginning of the 20th century.

When we speak of LPRs, it is important to get a sense of what
the components of that population are, and that is why I would like
you to take a quick look at Figure 6, and that is on page 6 in my
written testimony. This is the 2005 class of admission. And you can
see quite obviously here that the largest single group of people who
come into the country are family-based immigrants, 57.8 percent in
that particular fiscal year. A distant second are the 22 percent who
come in as employment-based.

I am going to focus even more on those two classes in the next
figures that I am going to highlight, and these are Figures 7 and
8 from the testimony. These show trend lines over the last decade
in family-based admissions and employment-based.

In Figure 7, which are the family-based, you will see that the
ones that are part of the preference category, which I have labeled
as first, second, and third, and that is really the brothers and sis-
ters of U.S. citizens, the adult children of U.S. citizens, and the im-
mediate family of legal permanent residents, those individuals
have come in at about the same rate over the last decade, but they
are numerically limited.

The category where we have seen the substantial growth are the
immediate relatives, and that is the one category in the immigra-
tion act which is unlimited.

When we look at the employment-based trends, which I have in
Figure 8—and I have only done the top three preference categories
because the other numbers are too small to discern in a figure such
as this—you can see that we have growth over the entire decade
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in all the categories, but the main area of growth is in what we
would call the third preference category. Those are the profes-
sionals, the skilled and the unskilled workers.

Now let’s turn to what I promised I would speak to, and that is
figure 13, which is on page 15 in my report. And I am skipping way
ahead to talk a little bit about the component of unauthorized mi-
gration.

Because of the previous discussion, I will point out there is a va-
riety of different demographers whose estimates I have in this
chart. However, the thing they have in common is they are all
working with the same basic data source, which is the Current
Population Survey, and they are all using a similar methodology,
a residual methodology. That way, I wanted something so we really
could look at trends over time.

As you can see, much like the other graphs I have shown you,
the trend line is upward. In 2005, we had estimates ranging from
10.5 million to 11.1 million. The number that is thrown around
today, of course, is 12 million.

Let me briefly say what those components are. In terms of what
I talk about as the unauthorized population, this is who I am pre-
cisely referring to. I am referring to people who entered this coun-
try without inspection, I am referring to people who entered this
country with a fraudulent document, and the people who came here
with a legitimate visa but overstayed the terms of that visa.

Finally, I am going to just do a quick snapshot of something that
we often neglect to talk about when we talk about immigrant ad-
missions, and that is the grounds for inadmissibility.

And on page 20 of my written testimony I present Figure 16.
This time I am moving to State Department data. Before I have
done census data, I used DHS administrative data. Now this is
what the consular officers use. These are the number of immi-
grants in 2005 and non-immigrants that were denied a visa on the
grounds for inadmissibility set in the immigration act.

And you can see from this chart, trying to have an employment-
based visa without a proper work authorization was the principle
grounds. Public charge and having been removed in the past was
the second and third most often grounds.

I will conclude my remarks, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Wasem follows:]



21

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RUTH ELLEN WASEM

U.S. House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border Security,
and International Law

Hearing on Comprehensive Immigration Reform: Government
Perspectives on Immigration Statistics

June 6, 2007

Ruth Ellen Wasem, Ph.D.
Specialist in Immigration Policy
Congressional Research Service

Library of Congress

A
a a2 Congressional
L Research

Service



22

CRS-1
Introduction

Chairwoman Lofgren and Members of the committee, 1 am Ruth Wasem, a Specialist in
Immigration Palicy in the Congressional Research Service. Thank you for inviting me here this
afterncon to discuss "Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics” as part of vour series of
hearings on comprehensive immigration reform

This testimony opens with trends on foreign-bom residents of the United States based upon
estimates drawn from US. Bureau of the Census data. It then focuses on two of the major
components of immigration - family-sponsored and employment-based legal permanent residents
{LPRs) — their admission trends over time, and current wait times for visas. These sections draw on
administrative data from the Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Office of Immigration
Statistics and the Department of State's Bureau of Consular Affairs. The testimony also presents
estimates of the number of aliens who are residing without authorization, calculated from LS,
census data using indirect estimation techniques. The presemation closes with snapshots of
immigration enforcement data from DHS,

Foreign Born Residents of the United States

The number of foreign-bom people residing in the United States is at the highest level in our

history and has reached a proportion of the U S, population (12.4%32) not seen since the early 20™
century.  As Figure 1 illustrates, i i .
an estimated 36 million foreign- Figure 1. Foreign-Born Residents of the United States, 1870-
bom people resided in the United 2005
States in 2005 according to the Ao of Poople Paccont of Pupalation
U.S. Bureau of Census' and the ¥ =]
Bureau of Labor Statistics' March
Current Population Survey (CPS),
Please note that the decade
intervals depicted in Figure 1 are
equally spaced between 1370 and
2000, but ned in 2005,

L]

m

The CPS is one of the most 0
comprehensive  sources  of
demographic data on the foreign
bom ' Because the CPS is a 0
sample of the LS. population, the
results it yields are estimates that  Searor CIC procmtion f dte from The Firwagn fors Pt 1754 by K.
rely on careful calibrations OF e, by Denstt] Tiopes| 5K and the March Sepplcmentof the CTS
population weights.” The annual
March Supplement of the CPS gathers additional data about income, education, household
characteristics, and geographic mobility. Additionally, while the data distinguish between the

IV (B NS S0 RIS MR IS 1S IFND 1RO 1RO D e DeON DY

""The U8, Census Burems's Amencan Community Survey is emerging x5 an alternative data souree, but docs
not offer the histoncal data on which to estimate trends over time that the CPS offers,

= The CPS began collecting immigration data on the forcign bom in 1994, and the first vears were plagued
by problems of weighting, particulary with the Asian population m the sample, and by over-reporting of
naturalization by the foreign bom. Most of these problems appear to have been resolved by 1996,
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foreign bom who have naturalized and those who have not, they do not distinguish between types
of noncitizens (e.g . permanent, temporary, illegal).

In addition 10 those foreign nationals who permanently reside legally in the United States,
millions each year come temporarily on nonimmigrant visas, and some of these nonimmigrants (e g ,
foreign students and intra-company business transfers) may reside legally in the United States for
a number of vears, 1t is also estimated that each yvear hundreds of thousands of foreign nationals
overstay their nonimmigrant visas

Of the foreign-bom  Figure 2 Estimated Immigration Status of Foreign-Bom
residents in the United States,  Residents, 2008

approximately one-third are
naturalized citizens, one-third
are legal permanent residents,
and one-third are unauthorized
(illegal) residents and legal
temporary residents ' Figure
2 depicts the latest estimates
(2005) of the immigration .
status of foreign-born T
residents calculated from the
CPS by demographer Jeffrey
Passel of the Pew Hispanic

imtaadized
T

Center, Passel has noted an R R
increased proportion  of 20 :
foreign-born residents 3 millson in 205

rﬁP‘U'ﬁ“E that they have Sassrew RS prosamtation of deta from Prs | lpanic Hnsarch Conio, (rosisg S of

bﬁcﬂlﬂ? naluralimi citi?.ens Loty o vy e afurudestom by bedlonn Pl (3007
over the past decade *

Legal Immigration Trends, 1900-2005

Immigration was at its highest levels at the beginning of the 20" century It dropped as a result
of the numerical limits and national origins quotas imposed by the Immigration Acts in 1921 and
1924, and fell further during the Great Depression and World War 11, The annual number of LPRs
admined or adjusted in the United States rose gradually after World War 11, as Figure 3 illustrates.
The Immigration Amendments of 1965 replaced the national onigins quota system with per-country
ceilings, and the statutory provisions regulating permanent immigration to the United States were
last revised significantly by the Immigration Act of 1990

! Bee CRS Repont RS22446, Nonimmigrans Chverstays: Brief Svnthesis of the Tisue, by Ruth Ellen Wasem

*CRS Report RL33874, Dnanshorized Aliens Restding tn the Unired States; Estimates Since 1956, by Ruth
Ellen Wasem.

* Pew Hispanic Center, Growing Shane of fmmigrants Choosimg Natwroltzamon, by Jeffrey Passel, Mar, 2007

" Congress has significantly amended the Immigration and Nationality Act{INA) numerous times sinee 1952
Cher major laws amending the INA are the Refugee Act of 1980, the Immigration Reform and Control Act
{continued. . )
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Figure 3. Annual LPR Admissions and Statues Adjustments, 1900-2005

LPRs in Thousands
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Source: Stanstical Vearbook of mmigranion, US. Depanment of Homeland Security,
Oface of Immigmtion Statistics, multiple fiscal vears. Aliens legalizing through the
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 are depicted by year of armval.

The annual number of LPRs admitied or adjusted in the United States rose gradually after
World War I, as Figure 3illustrates. However, the annual admissions have not reached the peaks
af the early 20" century, The DHS Office of Immigration Statistics (015) data present those
admitted as LPRs or those adjusting to LPR status. The growth in immigration after 1980 is panly
attributable to the total number of admissions under the basic system, consisting of immigrants
entering through a preference system as well as immediate relatives of LS. citizens, that was
augmented considerably by legalized aliens.” The Immigration Act of 1990 increased the ceiling
on employment-based preference immigration, with the provision that unused employment visas
would be made available the following year for family preference immigration. In addition, the
number of refugees admitted increased from 718,000 in the period 1966-1980 1o 1.6 million during
the period 1981-1995, after the enactment of the Refugee Act of 1980

. contimsed )
of 1986, and llcgal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996, 8 US.C. 1101 ¢t seq

"The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 legalized several million aliens residing in the United
States without authonzation.
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Many LPRs are adjusting status from within the United States rather than receiving visas issued
abroad by Consular Affairs before they amive in the United States. In the past decade, the number
of LPRs amiving from abroad has remained somewhat steady, hovering between a high of 421,405
in FY 1996 and a low of 358,411 in FY2003. Adjustments to LPR status in the United States has
fluctuated over the same period, from a low of 244,793 in FY 1999 to a high of 738,302 in FY 2005

In FY2005, 65 8% of all LPRs were adjusting status within the United States. Most (89%%) of
the employment-based immigrants adjusted to LPR status within the United States, Many {61%)
of the immediate relatives of US citizens also did so. Only 33% of the other family-preference
immigrants adjusted to LPR status wathin the United States,

In any given period of United States history, a handful of countries have dominated the flow
of immigrants, but the dominant countries have varied over time. Figure 4 presents trends in the
top immigrant-sending countries (together comprising at least 50% of the immigrants admitted) for
selected decades and illustrates that immigration at the close of the 20 century is not as dominated
by a few countries as it was earlier in the century, These data suggest that the per-country ceilings
established in 1965 had some effect. As Figare 4 illustrates, immigrants from only three or four
countries made up more then half of all LPRs prior to 1960, By the last two decades of the 20™
century, immigrants from seven to eight countries comprised about half of all LPRs and this pattern
has continued inte the 21 century.

Figure 4. Top Sending Countries
{Compnsing More Than Half of All LPRs): Selected Penods

Peveni of All lsmmigroes

'R
1901-1910 19211930 19511960 19801990 19912000  2001-2005

Saurve: CRS amlysis of Table 2. Statlstical Yearbook of lnmmgration, U5 Depariment of Homeland Security . Office
of Immtgration Sintistses, FY 2004 (June 2005)

Although Europe was home to the countries sending the most immigrants during the early 20%
century, Mexico has been a top sending country for most of the 20 century. Other top sending
countries from the Western Hemisphere are the Dominican Republic and most recently — EI
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Salvador and Cuba. In addition, Asian countries— notably the Philippines, India, China, Korea, and
Vietnam — have emerged as top sending countries today.

Current Law

Worldwide Levels

The Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) establishes a statutory worldwide level of 675,000
annually for legal permanent residents (LPRs), but this level is flexible and certain categories of
LPRs are excluded from, or permitted to exceed, the limits. Figure S offers the main components
of this worldwide level of admissions. The permanent worldwide immigrant level consists of the
following components:

s 480,000 family-sponsored immigrants;
s 140,000 employment-based preference immigrants; and
e 55,000 diversity immigrants.

For a breakdown and definitions of the family-sponsored and employment-based preference
categories, sce Appendix A, Legal Immigration Preference System.

Immediaterelatives of U.S. citizens
(currently defined as the spouses and
unmarried minor children of U.S.

Figure 5. Calculating the Annual Level of Permane:
Immigration

citizens and the parents of adult U.S Family-sponsored immigrants 480,000
citizens) are not numerically limited, but citizens' immediate relatives o
their admission numbers are subtracted "™  “P 0 254,000 (i.e., 480,000 minus 226,000) unlimited
i . certain parolees

from the 480,000 ceiling for family- P B
Sponsored immi grants to determine the eguats family preference immigrants (iﬁ;’“‘:‘o‘g)
ceiling for family-sponsored preference
immigrants. The INA also provides a bBmployment-based immigrants 140,000
floor of 226,000 visas for Divensiy 55,000
family-sponsored preferences. Unused .

ysp P ! Worldwide level 675,000
LPR visas through the family-sponsored
and employment-based preference citizens' immediate relatives )
system roll down the preference s | above254000 unlimiled
categories in a given year and, if any refugees, asylees & ofhers Total Annual
remain unused, roll over to the other set  equals Immigration

of preference categories the next year.*

Country Limits

Source: C1S synthesis of Immigration and Nationality Act §201

Of the total number of LPR visas available worldwide in any fiscal year for family-sponsored
preference immigrants and employment-based preference immigrants, not more than 7% can be
allocated to a single foreign state and not more than 2% can be allocated to a dependent foreign

state.”

5 INA §201.
® INAG 202(2)(2).
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Two impartant exceptions to the per-country ceilings have been enacted in the past decade.
Foremost is an exception for certain family-sponsored immigrants. More specifically, the INA states
that 75% of the visas allocated to spouses and children of LPRs (2™A family preference) are not
subject 1o the per-country ceiling." Prior to FY 2001, employment-based preference immigrants
were also held to per-country ceilings. The™ American Competitiveness in the Twenty-First Century
Act of 20007 (P.L. 106-313) enabled the per-country ceilings for employment-based immigrants to
be surpassed for individual countries that are oversubscribed so long as visas are available within
the worldwide limit for employment-based preferences

Allocation of Immigrant Visas

During FY 2005, & total of 1,122,373 aliens became LPRs in the United States, The largest
number of immigrants are admined because of a family relaionship with a U S, citizen or resident
immigrant, as Figure 6 illustrates. OF the total LPRs in FY 2005, 57 8% entered on the basis of
family ties. Immediate relatives of US. citizens made up the single largest group of immigrants,
as Figure 7 indicates. LPRs
entering through the family-based
ST preference system — the spouses
and children of immigrants, the
adult children of U8 citizens, and
the siblings of adult U5, citizens
— were the second largest group.
Additional major immigrant groups
in FY2005 were employment-
based preference immigrants
{including spouses and children) at
22.0%, and refugees and asylees
adjusting to immigrant status at
12,73

Figure 6. LPRs in 2005 by Class of Admission
Famity

1.12 millian Family-Based. As
previously stated, immediate
relatives of LIS citizens are not
numerically limited, but their admission numbers are subtracted from the 480,000 ceiling for family-
based preference system 1o determine the ceiling for family-sponsored preference immigrants (i.e.,
those LPRs entering through one of the numenically-limited family categories).” The family
preference categories are summarized as follows. '

v K presr o T e P (S B o b g e Tt

# The first preference category is unmarned sons and daughters of citizens, which is
limited to 23 400 plus visas rolling over from fourth preference.

" § 202aM4) of the INA: B US.C. § 1131,

"' The largest group in the “other categon ™ ane aliens who adjusted to LPR status through cancellation of
remaoval and through §202 and §203 of the Nicamguan and Central Amencan Relef Act of 1997,

1= INA E2004b), (c)

" For o breakdown and definitions of the family-sponsored preference categories, see Appendix A, Legal
Immigration Preference System.



28

CR5-T

* The spouses and minor children of LPRs are admitted under the second family-
sponsared preference category (subcategory A) and the unmarmied adult children of
LPRs are admitted under the second familyv-sponsored preference category
(subcategory B). There is an annual limit on the second preference category of
114,200,

# The third preference category of the family-sponsored system is mamied sons and
davghters of citizens, which is limited to 23,400 plus visas rolling over from first
or second preferences.

s The fourth family-sponsored preference category is the siblings of citizens age 21
and over, which is limited to 65,000 plus visas rolling over from the other family-
sponsored preference categories.'

Asevident in Figure 7, increases in the number of immediate relatives have driven the overall
growth in Family-based immigration. FY 2003 appears to be an aberrant year for LPR data, largely
becavse of significant petition processing delays as the US. Citizenship and Immigration Services
(USCIS) in the Department of Homeland Security was being established.

Figure 7. Trends in Family-Based Admissions, FY 1994-FY 2005

00 (o FY2005
Olmmediate EFirst  BSecond Subtotals

goo | EThind B Fourth 65,149
22053

00 106,139
24714

v 436,231

00

200

L]
1994 1995|906 1997 [99R 1999 2000 001 2002 2003 2004 2003

Souree | CRS analysis of dam (rom the 1815 Oifice of Immigration Sutistics and the ftmer M5

Employment-based. Annual admissions of emplovment-based preference immigrants
currently are limited to 140,000 plus certain unused family-based preference numbers from the prior

OINA §205(a).
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year Visas for employment-based immigrants are allocated according to the following statutory
criteria

Up 1o 28.6% to "pnonty workers” (persons of extraordinary ability in the arts,
science, education, business, or athletics; outstanding profiessors and researchers,
and certain multi-national executives and managers) is first preference.

Up o 28.6% to professionals holding advanced degrees or certain persons of
exceptional ability in the sciences, ants, or business is second preference.

Up 1o 28 6% to skilled shortage workers with two yvears training or experience,
certain professionals, and unskilled shortage workers (limited to 10,000) is third
preference

Upto 7. 1% to certain special immigrants (including religious ministers and certain
overseas LS. government employees) is fourth preference

Up 1o 7.1% to employment creation investors is fifth preference

Figure 8. Trends in Employment-Based Admissions, FY 1994-FY 2005

Theausands FY 2005
B Subtotals
EExraordinary
OI5killed and Unskilled
200 | - mmAdvanced degrees 64,731

150

LY

129,070

i

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005

Source URS analyvsis of data from the IS Office of Immugration Statestics and the former [N5S

Maote: The 23911 Chinese who adjuisted wnder the Chanese Stadent Protection Act from 1994 10 1996 ane ot depicie
even though they were counted under the *Skilled and Unskilled® category. In FY 2003, iheve were 10,134 fourth prel
apd 3446 fifith preference emplovmeni-hased 1L.PRs
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All caregories include derivative immediate relatives of the qualifying LPRs, who are counted
against the numerical limit on that category.” Employment-based immigrants applying through the
second and third preferences must obtain labor certification ™

Over the past ten years, the numbers of aliens entering as shomage (skilled and unskilled)
workers as well as workers with advanced degrees, have increased. As with the family-based LPRs,
however, employment-based LPRs fell sharply in FY2003 as pefitioners encountered significant
processing delays. The number of fourth and fifth preference employment-based LPRs {10,134 and
346 respectively in FY2005) are too small to depict in Figure 8.

Visa Processing Dates

According 1o the INA, family-sponsored and employment-based preference visas are issued
toeligible immigrants in the order in which a petition has been filed, often known as the visa priority
date. Spouses and children of prospective LPRs are entitled 1o the same status, and the same order
of consideration as the person qualifying as principal LPR, if accompanying or following to join
(referred to as denvative status). When visa demand exceeds the per-country limit, visas are
prorated according to the preference system allocations (detailed in Appendix A) for the
oversubscribed foreign state or dependent area. These provisions apply at present to the following
countries oversubseribed in the family-sponsored categories: China, Mexico, the Philippines, and
India. When the demand worldwide exceeds the total annual allocations, worldwide prionity dates
are alzo implemented,

Table 1. Priority Dates for Family Preference Visas

Im&’:ﬁ; Jun L2000 | Jun 1 2000 | Jun L2000 | Jan 11991 | Ape 22, 1992
Spouses and children | o 22,2002 | Apr. 22,2002 | Apr 22,2002 | May 12000 | Apr.. 22, 2002
Enw;m;“ Dec. 1, 1997 | Dec 11997 | Dec. 1, 1997 | Mar. & 1992 Ocl 1. 1996
Im::c’;ﬁm May 5, 1999 | May 51999 | May 51999 | Feb 8 198% | Jan I, 1985
ﬂ?ﬁﬂ;‘;"“ fon & 199 | Jan 81996 | Jan & 1996 | Jul 15,1999 | Mar 1, 1988

Saurce: U5 Department of State, Burcan of Comular AfTaars, 1Visa Bwllettn for Swne 2007,

Family Preferences. As Table | evidences, relatives of LIS, citizens and LPRs are waiting
in backlogs for a visa to become available, with the brothers and sisters of LS. citizens now waiting
about 11 years, “Priority date” means that unmarried adult sons and daughters of U8, citizens who
filed petitions on December 1, 1997 are now being processed for visas, Married adult sons and
daughtersof L5, citizens who filed petitions eight years ago (May 5, 1999) are now being processed
forvisas. Prospective family-sponsored immigrants from the Philippines have the most substantial

" INA §203(b),

" Certun second preference immigrants who are deemed to be "in the national mvterest™ are exempt from
labor certification.
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Figure 9. Visa Backlogs by Family-Based Categories, FY 1988-FY 2006

Thousands
00 —
CIFounh
W Third
300 | miSecond B
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Source: unpublished duta from U8, Department of State Burcau of Consular Affirs,

waiting times before a visa is scheduled to become available to them; consular officers are now
considering the petitions of the brothers and sisters of U5, citizens from the Philippines who filed
more than 22 years ago.

Figure 9 offers another perspective on the waiting times for visa availabality, illustrating that
the backlogs appear to have diminished in recent years. Indeed, the Department of State (D05 visa
data suggest that family preference backlogs are at the lowest point since the passage of the
Immigration Actof 1990, Itis not clear whether USCIS has statistics on pending petitions stateside
that are not included in the DOS visa data, which is an important cavear. Given that over 60% of
LPR petitions are adjusted within the United States, any incompleteness of the data may affect
Figure 9 and interpretations potentially drawn

Employment Preferences. Because of P.L 106-313"s easing of the employment-based per-
country limits, few countries and categories are currently oversubscribed in the employment-based
preferences. As Table 2 presents, however, some emplovment-based visa categories ane once again
unavailable. The Visa Bulletin for September 2005 oftered this explanation: “ The backlog reduction
effonts of both Citizenship and Immigration Services, and the Department of Labaor continuwe 1o result
in very heavy demand for Employment-based numbers. It is anticipated that the amount of such
cases will be sufficient to wse all available numbers in many categories .. demand in the
Employment categories is expected to be far in excess of the annual limits, and once established,
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cut-off date movements are likely to be slow ™" The visa waiting times eased somewhat over the
summer of 2006 “Visa retrogression” (a phrased used to described when visa processing dates
move backward rather than go forward) has ocourred several nimes for third preference visas
(professional, skilled, and unskilled). Prospective immigrants from China, India, Mexico, and the
Philippines are particularly afMected. The June 2007 prionty dates are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Priority Dates for Employment Preference Visas

Prionly workers curren cumenl | currenl curmenl cutrent
ﬂﬁ?‘ﬁ curren Jan 1, 2006 | Apr I, 2004 current current
ﬁ"m':."“’“‘ | Jun 1205 | Jan 12003 | Jen 12003 | Jan L2003 | Jum . 2008
Unskilled Oet. 1, 20l it 1, 20401 Okt 1, 2001 Ot 1, 201 Ciet 1, 20011
Special immigrants currend | cuneni | cureni curmeng | ewment
Imvestors | currei [ current | currenl [ current | current

Seurce: U3 Depanment of Siae, Burcan of Consular AfTairs. §isa Bwllann e Sune 2007

In contrast o the family-based preferences, the pending petitions for employment-based visas
Figure 10, Visa Backlogs for Employment-Based Categories, FY 1988-FY 2006

Thousands
25
EFifth
Hl Fourth
2 | - EThird {unskilled) M
EThard (professional & skalled)
CISccond
1% W First
1]
5
o
1984 149412 1997 2001 20k

Source: unpublished data from U5, Department of Staie Burcan of Consular Afairs.

" The US. Department of State, Bureau of Consular Affairs, Vise Swlienn, 15 mvailable at
[http-Htravel state govivisa/frvi/bulletin/bulletin_ 1360 htmi].
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appear to be growing. While this trend is especially observable for third preference unskilled,
skilled and professional workers, it is also apparent that demand is increasing for persons of
extraordinary ability in the arts, science, education, business, or athletics; outstanding professors and
researchers; and certain multi-national executives and managers (all first preference), and
professionalsholding advanced degrees or certain persons of exceptional ability in the sciences, arts,
or business (second preference). As with family-based petitions, it is not clear whether USCIS has
statistics on pending petitions stateside that are not included in the DOS visa data. As previously
noted, over 60% of LPR petitions are adjusted within the United States, and as a result,
incompleteness of the data may affect Figure 10 and any interpretations potentially drawn.

Simple Models of Legal Permanent Immigration

Twentieth Century

As mentioned earlier, immigration laws in the 1920s established numerical limits, preference
categories, and quotas based upon national origin. In 1952, Congress consolidated the statutory
authority forimmigration and citizenship in the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA). The growth
in legal immigration after the 1965 amendments to the INA is partly attributable to the total number
of admissions under the basic system, consisting of immigrants entering through a preference system
as well as immediate relatives of U.S. citizens. The admissions in the 1990s were augmented
considerably by aliens legalized through the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986." The
Immigration Act of 1990 increased the ceiling on employment-based preference immigration, with
the provision that unused employment visas would be made available the following year for family
preference immigration. In addition, the number of refugees admitted increased from 718,000 in
the 1966-1980 period to 1.6 million during the 1981-1995 period, after the enactment of the Refugee
Act of 1980.

Immigration to the United States, nonetheless, is not totally determined by shifts in flow that
occur as aresult of lawmakers revising the allocations. Immigration to the United States plummeted
in the middle of the 20™ Century largely as a result of factors brought on by the Great Depression
and World War II. There are a variety of “push-pull” factors that drive immigration. Push factors
from the immigrant-sending countries include such circumstances as civil wars and political unrest,
economic deprivation and limited job opportunities, and catastrophic natural disasters. Pull factors
in the United States include such features as strong employment conditions, reunion with family,
and quality of life considerations. A corollary factor is the extent that aliens may be able to migrate
to other “desirable” countries that offer circumstances and opportunities comparable to the United
States.

1¥ The Immigration Reform and Control Act IRCA) of 1986 legalized several million aliens residing in the
United States without authorization. TRCA s major legalization program provided legal status for otherwise
eligible aliens who had resided continuously in the United States in an unlawful status since before January
1, 1982, They were required to apply during a 12-month period beginning May 3, 1987. TRCA also provided
Icgal status for otherwisc eligible alicns who had worked at lcast 90 days in scasonal agriculturc in the United
States during the year ending May 1, 1986. They were required to apply dunng an 18-month period
beginning Junc 1, 1987 and cnding November 30, 1988,
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Figure 11. Immigration Trends over the Twentieth Century
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The simplest method of modeling legal immigration trends is a linear model based upon actual
LPR admissions." The trend line in Figure 11 represents the "best fit" over the century. It
illustrates a very gradual growih in legal permanent immigration to the United States.™

Post-1952 Models Based on Three Scenarios

Figure 12 presents three scenanios that model immigration levels over periods anchored by
major legislative revisions 1o immigration law The first scenario models the period from passage
of the Immigration and Natwralization Act of 1952 through the enactment of the Immigration
Amendments of 1965, 11is represented by the "Pre-1966" trend line and estimates legal immigration
according to actual admissions from 1953 through 1965, The second scenario estimates legal
immigration according to actual admissions from 1966 through 1990, when Congress enacted the
Immigration Act of 1990, The third scenanio, represented by the "Post=-1990" trend line, estimates
legal immigration according to actual admissions from 1991 through 2004,

" The DHS Office of Immigration Statistics (015) data comprisc those admitted as LPRs or those adjusting
o LPR stafus.

“ The trend line models ot start point of approximately 400,000 in 19404 and an end point of approximately
SO0 i 20040,
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Figure 12. Three Scenarios of Legal Permanent Immigration, 1953-2004
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As Figure 12 illustrates, three different trends result from the three scenarios

» “Pre-1966" trend line projects a substantially lower rate of growth and lower levels
of immigration than what actually occurred from 1953 1o 2004,

®  "1966- 19907 trend line most closely approximates the actual admissions over the
entire 1950-2004 period.

« "Post-1990" trend line vields the highest level of immigration, though not the
highest rate of growth,

Perhaps most interesting is that the " 1966-1990" trend line is the steepest of the 3 scenarios. The
acceleration of this trend line may be due in pan to the large numbers of refugees and other
humanitarian entrants that arived and became LPRS during this period. It also incorporates the
largest span of vears (24 vears)

Unauthorized Migration

The three main components of the unauthorized resident alien population are (1) aliens who
overstay their nonimmigrant visas, (2) aliens who enter the country surreptitiously without
inspection, and (3) aliens who are admitted on the basis of fraudulent documents. In all three
instances, the aliens are in violation of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) and subject 1o
remaval
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This CRS testimony presents data estimating the number of unauthorized aliens who have been
living in the United States since 1986, There have been a variety of estimates of the unauthorized
resident alien population over this period, sometimes with substantially different results. This report
is limited to data analyses of the Current Population Survey (CPS) conducted by the US. Census
Bureau and the Bureau of Labor Statistics so that there is a basic standard of comparison over time ™

Figure 13, Estimated Number of Unauthorized Resident Aliens, 1986-2005
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P (3000, 204014 annad 2006, ssd Micheal Hoefer, Nasey Rytina and Chrasiopher Camgphbell {2006)

Estimates Since 1986

For a basis of comparison, Figure 13 presents the estimate of 3.2 million unauthorized resident
aliens in 1986 calculated by demographers Karen Woodrow and Jeffrey Passel, who worked for the

“ In addition 1o using the CPS data, the demographers who conducted these analvees all used some variant
of a residual methodelogy to estimate the pepulation {i.c., the estimated population remaining after citizens
and authonzed alicns are accounted for). Demographers ot the U S, Census Burcan also have used a similar
methodology to cstimate the residual foreign bom population in the 2000 decennial census, and they repomcd
the following, “According 1o our calculations, the estimated residual forcign-borm populition counted in the
200Wh consus was 8,705 419, Assuming a | 5-percent undercount rate viclds a population of 10,241,669 in
200W1." Thev point out that the category of residual forcign bom includes “quasi legal aliens™ (ic., alicns
without legal status who have petitons pending or count cases underway that potentially would give them
LFR status) as well as unauthonized aliens and thus should not be considered an official estimate of
unauthonzed resident aliens. US. Census Burcau, Population Dhivision Working Paper 61, Evaluating
Components of fnternationol Migration: The Residwal Forcign Born, by Joseph M. Costanzo, Cyvathia Davis,
Canbert Iraz, Danicl Goodkind, and Roberto Ramirez. June 2002
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LS. Census Bureau at that time. As expected after the passage of IRCA, the estimate for 1988
dropped to 1.9 million. ™ According to demographer Robert Warren of the former Immigration and
Maturalization Service (INS), the estimated unauthonized resident alien population grew to 3.4
million in 1992 and to 5.0 million in 1996.** By the close of the decade, the estimated number of
unauthorized alien residents had more than doubled. Passel, now at the Pew Hispanic Center,
estimated the unauthorized population in 2000 at 8.5 million, but this latter estimate included aliens
who had petitions pending or relief from deportation ™ Please note that the intervals depicted in
Figure 13 are not equally spaced according to years.

Figure 14. Unauthorized Resident Alien Population by Place of Origin, 1936 and 2005
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Source: CRS presentation of analysis of Current Population Survey data conducted by Karen Woodrow and
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“ Karen Woodrow and Jeffrey Passel, “Post-IRCA Undocumented Immigration to the United States: An
Analysis Based on the June 19858 CPS," in Undocimerited Migration te the United Staves, by Frank D. Bean,
Barry Edmonston and Jeffrey Passel (RAND Comporatson, 1990)

= Anntead Extimates of the Unenithorized faovmigrant Popalation Residing i e Dlited States and Components

of Clurrge: 1987 fo 1997, by Robert Warren, Office of Policyv and Planning, U8, Immigration and
Naturalization Service, Sept. 2000

* U5, Congress, House Commitiee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Immigration and Claims, Heartng
ot the U8 Population and feumigration, Aug. 2, 2000
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Subsequently, Warren estimated that there were 7.0 million unauthorized aliens residing in the
United Statesin 2000. As depicted in Figure 13, he also revised his earlier analyses using the latest
CPS and estimated that there were 3.5 million unauthorized aliens living in the United Statesin 1990
and 5.8 millionin 1996. Warren excluded “quasi-legal” aliens (e.g., those who had petitions pending
or relief from deportation) from his estimates.”” By 2002, the estimated number of unauthorized
resident aliens had risen to 9.3 million.” During the first decade after IRCA, researchers projected
that the net growth in unauthorized aliens had averaged about 500,000 annually; more recent
analyses estimated the average growth at 700,000 to 800,000 annually. Ifthe later trend held, about
12 million unauthorized aliens may have been residing in the United States by the close of 2006.”

Unauthorized Alien Residents in 2005

The most commonly-cited published estimate based upon the March 2006 CPS is that 11.1
million unauthorized aliens were residing in the United States. Accordingtothis analysis by Passel,
Mexicans made up over half of undocumented immigrants — 56% of the total, or about 6.2 million.
He estimated that 2.5 million (22%) were from other Latin American countries. About 13% were
from Asia, 6% from Europe and Canada, and 3% from the rest of the world.®®

As Figure 14 illustrates, the 2005 distribution by region of origin was similar to Woodrow and
Passel’s analysis of the 19806 data, despite the growth in overall numbers from 3.2 million in 1986
to 11.1 million in 2005. In 1986, 69% of the unauthorized aliens residing in the United States were
estimated to be from Mexico compared to 56% in 2005. Asia’s share of the unauthorized alien
residents appeared to have grown over this period (from 6% to 13%), as has the portion from the
“other” parts of the world. Note that Canada is grouped with North and South America (excluding
Mexico) in 1986 and with Europe in 2005.%

% U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population
Residing in the United States, 1990 ro 2000, Jan. 31, 2003,

% The Urban Institute, Undocumented Immigrants: Facts and Figures, by Jeffrey Passel, Randy Capps, and
Michacl Fix, Jan. 12, 2004,

7 Pew Hispanic Center, fistimates of the Size and Characteristics of the Undocumented Population, by
Jeffrey Passcl, March 21, 2005,

# Pew Hispanic Center. Size and Characteristics of the Unauthorized Migrant Population in the U.S.:
Estimates Based on the March 2005 Current Population Survey, by Jeffrey Passel, March 7, 2006.

> Ihid.
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Passel estimated the number of persons living in families in which the head of the household
or the spouse is an unauthorized alien was 14,6 million as of March 2005, Passel also reported that

there were in 2005 an . .
estimated 18 million Figure 15, Unauthorized Aliens by Estimated Period of

children who were Arrival
unauthorized and an
esimated 3.1 million zﬁf

children who were US
citizens by birth living in
families in which the head
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was unauthorized. He
projected that unauthorized 19ss.1999 K
aliens accounted for about W6.1% LH million
4.9% of the civilian labor
force in March 2005, or
about 7.2 million workers
out of a labor force of 148

pre- 1990
162%

P 1990- 194
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Sourve: CRS presentation of ssalys of Curenl Pipulation Survey data conducted by
i Teflrey Paisel (2006}
According to Passel,

the largest share of the unauthonzed population — 4.4 million aliens - had been in the country five
vears or less. As Figure 15 depicis, about two-thirds of the unauthonzed were estimated to have
entered the United States during the decade 1995-2005 "

Office of Immigration Statistics

The Department of Homeland Security’s Office of Immigration Statistics (O15) recently
published their estimates of the unauthornized resident alien popalation and vielded results consistent
with Passel's discussed above. 018 reported an estimated 10.5 million unauthorized alien residems
as of Janwary 2005, up from 8.5 million in January 2000, DHS estimated that the unauthorized
immigrant population in the United States increased by 24%, with an annual average increase of
408,000 unauthorized aliens over the past five }':ars.”

According to OIS, California had more unauthorized residents than any other state — an
estimated 28 million unauthonzed aliens in 2005, Texas followed with nearly 1.4 million, and
Florida had 850,000 Among the 10 leading states of residence of the unauthonized population in
2005, O15 reported that those with the largest average annual increases since 2000 were Texas
(54,000), California (32,000), and Georgia (50,000). The states with the greatest percentage

* For a discussion of how many unauthorized aliens are currently in the U8, workforce, see CRS Report
RL32044, frmmmigratien. Policy Considerations Related to Grest Worker Programs, by Andorra Bnuno, pp
T4,

" Pew Hispamic Center, Size and Characterisitcs of the Unanthorized Migrant Populaton in the U8
Esnmates Baved on the March 2005 Currert Poprdation Servey, by Jeffrey Passel, March 7, 206086,

* Department of Homeland Sccurity, Office of Immigration Statistics, Exitmares of ohe nanshorized
Immigrant Poprlation Restding in the Umited States: Jamuary 2005, by Michacl Hocfer, Nancy Rytina, and
Christopher Campbell, 2006,
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increases in unauthorized immigrants from 2000 to 2005 were Georgia (114%), Arizona (45%),
Nevada (41%), and North Carolina (38%).*

Immigration Enforcement Statistics

While the focus of this testimony is on immigration to the United States and resulting foreign-
born residents of the United States, the preceding discussion of unauthorized migration raises the
integral topic of immigration enforcement. The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996 (P L. 104-208) is the law that continues to shape much of the
current immigration enforcement activities. CRS Report RL33351, Immigration Iinforcement Within
the United States, provides in-depth analysis of the enforcement polices and trends in immigration
enforcement activities. The testimony closes with statistics on three key components of immigration
enforcement: exclusion, apprehensions and investigations; and, removals.

Exclusion

All aliens must undergo reviews performed by Department of State Consular Affairs officers
abroad and Customs and Border Protection (CBP) officers upon entry to the United States. These
reviews are intended to ensure that they are not ineligible for visas or admission under the grounds
for inadmissibility spelled out in the INA.* These criteria are

health-related grounds;

criminal history;

security and terrorist concerns;

public charge (e.g., indigence);

seeking to work without proper labor certification;
illegal entrants and immigration law violations;
ineligible for citizenship; and,

aliens previously removed.*

Some provisions may be waived or are not applicable in the case of nonimmigrants, refugees (e.g.,
public charge), and other aliens. All family-based immigrants and employment-based immigrants
who are sponsored by a relative must have binding affidavits of support signed by U.S. sponsors in
order to show that they will not become public charges.

Figure 16illustrates thatlabor market protections for U.S. workers were the largest single basis
for denying LPR visas in FY2005, followed by the likelihood of becoming a public charge.* While
the grounds of inadmissibility are an important basis for denying foreign nationals admission to the

# Op. sit. For altemative analyses, see Pew Hispanic Center, Fstimates of the Unauthorized Migrant
Population for States based on the March 2005 CPS, by Jeffrey Passel. April 26, 2006.

3 8212(a) of the INA.

3 For a fuller analysis, see CRS Report RL32480, Immigration Consequences of Criminal Activity, by
Michael John Garcia; and CRS Report R1L32564, Immigration: Terrorist Grounds for Exclusion of Aliens,
by Michael John Garcia and Ruth Ellen Wasem.

** Formorc on thesc topics, scc CRS Report RL33977, Immigration of Foreign Workers: Lahor Market Tesis
and Protections, by Ruth Ellen Wasem; and CRS Report RL33809, Noncitizen Eligibiliry for Federal Public
Assistance: Policy Overview and rends, by Ruth Ellen Wasem.
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United States, it should be noted that more immigrant petitions who are rejected by DOS —
270,615 in FY 2005 — were rejected because their visa application did not comply with provisions
in the INA {most of these being §221(g) noncompliance) included in the last category listed in
Appendis B, Table 1

Figure 16. Visas Denied by Inadmissibility Grounds: FY2005
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Refusals of nonimmrigran petitions presented in Figure 16 have a somewhat different pattern
a5 previous immigration law violations has been the leading category.  Violation of criminal law
emerged as a more common ground for refusal among nonimmigrant petitioners than it was for
immigrant petitioners. Prior orders of removal from the United States was also among the leading
grounds for refusals. The overwhelming basis for denying nonimmigrant visas, however, was that
the alien was not qualified for the visa, largely due to the §214(b) presumption

Comparable data from DHS on aliens deemed ineligible for immigrant status or inadmissible
as a nonimmigrant based upon §212{a) are not available. Asaresult, the DOS data presented above
understate the number and distribution of aliens denied admission 1o the United States
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Apprehensions and Investigations

Stateside, the Department of Homeland Security is the lead department for immigration
enforcement, largely carried out by CBP and Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). The
responsibilities cover investigating violations of the TNA's civil provisions (e.g., violate the
conditions of their admittance), as well as U.S. citizens or aliens who violate the criminal provisions
(e.g., marriage fraud or alien smuggling). Their duties include securing the border between ports of
entry, conducting inspections at ports of entry, removing aliens who should not be in the United
States, investigating alien smuggling and trafficking, combating document and benefit fraud, and
enforcing the prohibitions against employers hiring aliens without work authorization.

Figure 17 offers a sketch of alien apprehensions over the past decade. This figure combines

data from the CBP's border patrol . . .
and ICE (excluding ICE's Figure 17. Alien Apprehension by ICE and Border Patrol
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Source: CRS presenfation of data from Tabls 34 in the DHS Office of Immigration
Statistics, Fearbook of Immigration Statisties: 2005.

Removals

An alien is "removable" if the alien has not been admitted to the United States and is
inadmissible under the INA §212, or the alien has been admitted to the United States and is
deportable under the INA §237. The lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act
of 1996 (ITRIRA) combined "exclusion" and "deportation" proceedings into a single removal
proceeding as well as added provisions for expedited removal of aliens arriving without proper
documents. The TNA §237 specifies six broad classes of deportable aliens including aliens who: are
inadmissible at time of entry or violate their immigration status; commit certain criminal offenses
(e.g., crimes of moral turpitude, aggravated felonies, alien smuggling, high speed flight); fail to
register (if required under law) or commit document fraud; are security risks (such as aliens who
violate any law relating to espionage, engage in criminal activity which endangers public safety,
partake in terrorist activities, or assisted in Nazi persecution or genocide); become a public charge
within five years of entry; or vote unlawfully.
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As Figure 18 depicts, alien
removals have steadily nsen
over the past decade and have = aaar
surpassed 200,000 a year. This — o
upward trend has occurred for L |
both cniminal and non-criminal
removals” The enactment of
expedited removal as part of ')
IRIRA in199% 5 reflected in the
non-criminal trends.* [

Figure 18, Alien Removals, FY 1997-FY 2005
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This concludes my formal testimony_ 1 would be happy to take your questions

" For a more complete discusston of removal, see CRS Report RL33351, Immrigranion Enforcement Within
the Uimited Neares, coordinated by Alison Siskin with Andorma Bruno, Blas Nuncz-Meto, Lisa M. Seghetts, and
Ruth Ellen Wasem, pp, 9-20

" For a detuibed discussion of expedited removal, see CRS Repont RL3310%, Immigranon Policy on
Expedited Remeval af Aliens, by Alison Siskin and Ruth Ellen Wasem
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Appendix A. Legal Immigration Preference System
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Appendix B. Statistics on Grounds of Inadmissibility
Table 1. Immigrants Refused Visa by Grounds of Inadmissibility
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Patential mmigrants refused by State Department
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Table 2. Nonimmigrants Refused Visa by
Grounds of Inadmissibility
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you very much for really a very voluminous
report which I read with great interest, and with the color charts
it was very helpful.

Dr. Bird?

TESTIMONY OF RONALD BIRD, Ph.D., CHIEF ECONOMIST AND
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF ECONOMIC POLICY AND ANALYSIS,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. BIrRD. Thank you. I am tempted to yield my time to Dr.
Wasem to continue.

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify here today. My name is Ronald
Bird, and I am chief economist in the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Policy at the U.S. Department of Labor.

I am here today at your request to provide information regarding
demographics of the U.S. labor force.

The American labor force is large, diverse and dynamic. At over
152 million workers in May of 2007, the U.S. labor force is the
third-largest among the Nations of the world, behind only China
and India.

The U.S. labor market is healthy. Unemployment in May 2007
was a low 4.5 percent. And we have enjoyed 45 consecutive months
of job growth, with payroll employment growing by 8 million jobs
since the post-recession employment low in August 2003.

Unemployment today is below historical averages. Since 1950,
the unemployment rate has averaged 5.6 percent, compared to to-
day’s 4.5 percent.

The U.S. labor force grew significantly over the past half-century.
Between 1950 and 2006, the labor force increased from 62.2 million
to 151.4 million, a 143 percent increase that saw 89.2 million new
workers absorbed into the economy.

During the 1970’s, the labor force grew at an average annual
rate of 2.7 percent. Since then, the growth of the labor force has
slowed to an annual average of 1.7 percent in the 1980’s and 1.2
percent since 1995.

The Bureau of Labor and Statistics’ projections show continuing
declines in the rate of labor force growth with annual growth slow-
ing to eight-tenths of 1 percent by 2014.

At the same time, the immigrant labor force portion of the labor
force is growing. Current population survey estimates of the labor
force status of the foreign-born do not distinguish between the doc-
umented and undocumented population. However, we do know that
immigrants as a whole are a significant and growing component of
the U.S. labor force.

In 2006, 23.1 million foreign-born workers comprised 15.3 per-
cent of the U.S. labor force. The foreign-born component has in-
creased by 8.7 million since 1996. Foreign-born workers accounted
for about half of the 17.3 million total increase in the labor force
from 1996 to 2006.

The unemployment rate for foreign-born workers was 4 percent
in 2006 compared with an average unemployment rate of 4.7 per-
cent for native-born workers on average over the 12 months of
2006.
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Persons of Hispanic ethnicity comprised 50 percent of the for-
eign-born labor force in 2006, and 22 percent was Asian origin.

In terms of educational attainment, 28 percent of the foreign-
born labor force 25 years and older had not completed high school,
compared with about 6 percent of the native-born labor force.
About equal proportions of both the foreign-born and native-born
had bachelor’s degrees, about one-third of each.

Median weekly earnings of Hispanic, foreign-born, full-time-wage
and salary workers were about 75 percent of the earnings of na-
tive-born Hispanics working full-time, while foreign-born workers
with at least a bachelor’s degree had median weekly earnings
about identical to those of native-born college graduates in 2006.

I hope it is helpful. I will be pleased to address your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bird follows:]
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Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to testify. My name is Ronald Bird and T am the Chief Economist in the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Policy at the U.S. Department of Labor. T am here today in
response to your request for information regarding demographics of the U.S. labor force
and how that may impact immigration policies you are considering. 1 have prepared a
series of tables and charts which 1 would like to submit for the record and which 1 will
briefly summarize and explain. 1 will be pleased to answer any questions that you may
have regarding this information.

The American labor force is large, diverse and dynamic. At over 152 million workers in
May 2007, the U.S. labor force is the third largest among the nations of the world —
behind only China and India. The U.S. is also the world’s third most populous nation — at
an estimated 301 million. Table 1 compares the labor force of the U.S with other selected
nations. The data reflect estimates published in The World Factbook prepared by the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).

Table 1.
Population, Population Growth, Labor Force, Net Migration, and GDP
per Capita
GDP Per
Population | Annual Labor Capita
Nation | (millions) | Population A;;;;::It::ﬁt Force | Purchasing
Est. July Growth (thousands) (millions) Parity
2007 (percent) 2006 Dollars
2006
United
States 301.1 0.89 918.5 151.4 $43,500
China 1,321.9 0.61 -515.5 798.0 $7,600
India 1,129.9 1.61 -56.5 509.3 $3,700
Mexico 108.7 1.15 -443.5 38.1 $10,600
Canada 33.4 0.87 193.3 17.6 $35,200

Source: The World Factbook, May 30, 2007,
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/index.html
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Figure 1. Annual Average Unemployment Rate,
1950-2006
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Source. Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The U.S. labor force is diverse and is composed of three major racial groups: Whites
(123 8 mullion) comprised 81.8 percent of the labor force in 2006, Blacks or African
Americans (17.3 million) comprised 11.4 percent of the labor force, and Asians (6.7
million) comprised 4.4 percent of the labor force. Persons of Hispanic (or Lanno)
ethnicity (who may be of any race) comprised 13,7 percent of the labor force in 2006
(20,7 million). Since 1974, the size of the Hispanic labor force component has grown
from 4.4 percent of the labor force. The total number of Hispanics in the labor force
increased by 16,7 million between 1974 and 2006,

The U.S. labor market is healthy, Unemployment in May 2007 was a low 4.5 percent,
and wie have enjoyed 45 consecutive months of job growth with payroll emplovment
growing by nearly 3.0 million jobs since the post-recession employment low in August
2003, Unemployment today is below historical averages. Since 1950, the unemployment
rate has averaged 5.6 percent. Figure | shows average annual unemployment rates from
1950 through 2006, The recession-related unemployment peaks were lower in the two
most recent recessions than that in the recessions that began in 1973 and in 1981

Linemployment varies across a number of demographic characteristics. In 2006, on
average, the unemployment rate for teens (age 16-19) was 154 percent. For men age 20
and older, the unemployment rate in 2006 averaged 4.0 percent, and for women age 20
and older the average unemployment rate was 4.1 percent. Unemplovment rates vary
across racial categories. For example, the unemployment rate for whites was 4.0 percent
in 2006, For African-Americans, it was 8.9 percent, and for Asians, it was 3.0 percent.
For workers of Hispanic ethnicity the unemployment rate in 2006 averaged 5.2 percent

L]
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Figure 2. Annual Labor Force Growth,
Actual 1950-2006, and Projected 2007-2014
Annual Percent Change
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The U.S. labor force grew significantly over the past half century. Between 1950 and
2006, the labor force increased from 62.2 million to 1514 million — a 143 percent
increase that saw &9 2 million new workers absorbed into the economy. Labor force
growth averaged 2.4 million per year in the 1970s, declined to 1.6 million per year since
1994, and is projected to average 1.4 million per year for 2007 through 2014

The percentage rate of growth of the labor force has varied notably over the period
Figure 2 shows annual average labor force growth from 1950 through 2006, with
projected growth through 2014, In the 19605 and 705, the annual rate of labor force
growth trended upward, The 1.1 percent average annual labor force growth rate of the
1950s increased to 1.7 percent in the 19605 and to 2.7 percent in the 1970s. This
remarkable increase in the annual rate of labor force growth reflected two major
components — the post-war “baby boom™ generation reaching working age and the
increasing labor force participation of women, The annual average labor force growth
rate slowed to 1,7 percent in the 1980s, as the size of the age cohorts reaching working
age shrank; however, the participation of women continued to boost the labor force into
the 1990s

Since 1995, labor force growth has averaged 1.2 percent annually — comparable to the 1.1
percent annual growth rate of the 1950°s. The unusually large labor force growth shown
in Figure 2 for the year 2000 (2.3 percent) reflects an adjustment for revised population
controls on the monthly survey data following the results of the 2000 Census. The

Tad
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Figure 3. Women and Men in the Labor Force
1950-2006
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increase in labor force for 2000 includes a “catch-up” component to offset underestimates
of the total level in several prior years. The annual labor force growth in 2006 was 1.4
percent, The Bureau of Labor Statistics” projections through 2014 forecast continuing
declines in the rate of labor force growth - slowing to 0.8 percent annually by 2014,

Figure 3 shows the labor force by male and female components over the past half

century. In 1950, women comprised just 29,6 percent of the labor force. The labor force
participation rate for women was 33.9 percent -- on average about one in three women
sought work in the civilian labor market in 1950, By 1980, the female labor force
participation rate had risen to 51.5 percent and women comprised 42.5 percent of the
labor force. Women's labor force participation rate increased further in the 19805 and by
1995 their labor force participation rate was 58.9 percent and they comprised 46.1

percent of the labor force. In 2006, the female labor force panticipation rate was 59.4
percent and women comprised 46.3 percent of the labor force — proportions little changed
from 1995

The increase in labor force participation of women over the past half-century has had a
major impact on the U5, labor market. If the female labor force participation rate had
remained at the 1950 level over the past half century, the labor force today would be only
121.3 million — over 30 million less than 2006°s average labor force of 151.4 million.

Current Population Survey estimates of the labor force status of the foreign bom do not
distinguish between the documented and undocumented population. An oft-cited study
b the Pew Hispanic Center estimates that the undocumented labor force numbered about
7.2 million, or 4.9 percent of the civilian labor force in March 2005, The study found
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Figure 4. Age Distribution of Foreign-born and
Mative-born Labor Force Participants, 2006
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that in 2005 about 30 percent of the foreign-bom population was undocumented, while 28
percent were legal permanent residents and 31 percent were naturalized U5, citizens

The rest were refugees or temporary legal migrants such as students and temporary
workers.

Data from the Current Population Survey show that the foreign-born are a significant and
growing component of the LS, labor force. In 2006, 23,1 million foreign-bom workers
comprised 153 percent of the U.S. labor force. Foreign-born workers included 13,9
million men and 9.3 million women. The foreign-bom labor force component has
increased by 8.7 million or 60.4 percent since 1996,

The 33.7 million foreign-born civilian population age 16 and over comprised 14.7 percent
of the total U.S. population age 16 and older in 2006. The laber force participation rate
for foreign-born workers, 68.6 percent was higher than the 658 percent for the native
born. The unemployment rate for foreign-bom workers was 4.0 percent in 2006,
compared with an average unemployment rate of 4.7 percent for native-bom workers.

The demographic characteristics of the foreign-born labor force differ in many respects
from those of the native born. Men made up a larger proportion of the foreign-born labor
force (60 percent) in 2006 than they did of the native-bom labor force (53 percent).

The proportion of the foreign-bom labor force made up of 25- o 54-vear olds was higher
{76 percent) than for the native-bom labor force (67 percent). Figure 4 shows native and
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foreign born shares of the workforce by age cohorts in 2006. The foreign born labor
force had the following age distribution in 2006: 10.8 percent were age 16-to-24, 27.1
percent were age 25-to-34, 28.3 percent were in the 35-to-44 age group, 20.5 percent
were age 45-t0-54, 10.5 percent were age 55-t0-64, and 2.9 percent were age 65 or older.

Persons of Hispanic ethnicity comprised 50 percent of the foreign-born labor force in
2006, and 22 percent was Asian. These proportions compare to 7 and 1 percent,
respectively, of the native-born labor force. One out of 5 of the foreign-born labor force
was White non-Hispanic, compared with nearly 4 out of 5 of the native-born labor force.

In terms of educational attainment, 28 percent of the foreign-born labor force 25 years
old and over had not completed high school, compared with about 6 percent of the native-
born labor force. About equal proportions of both the foreign- and native-born had a
bachelor's degree or higher (31 and 33 percent, respectively).

As previously mentioned, the foreign born labor force has increased by 8.7 million since
1996. Foreign-born workers accounted for about half of the 17.3 million increase in the
labor force from 1996 to 2006. The projected 1.0 percent labor force growth for 2004-
2014 will be below the average labor force growth rate of the 1950s and well below the
2.7 percent average annual labor force growth rate of the 1970s. Recent and projected
labor force growth includes the effects of both native population growth and growth from
immigration. At 49.7 percent of labor force growth since 2002, immigrant workers
comprise an important component of overall labor force growth and of our capacity to
maintain growing national output.

Median weekly earnings of foreign-born full-time wage and salary workers are about
three-fourths those of native-born workers. The differences in foreign-born and native-
born earnings vary notably by demographic characteristics. Median weekly earnings of
Hispanic foreign-born workers are about 75.1 percent of the earnings of native-born
Hispanics, while there is essentially no difference between the earnings of foreign- and
native-born non-Hispanics. Hispanic foreign-born workers tend to be concentrated in
jobs with low educational requirements. Non-Hispanic foreign-born workers are
employed across more occupations with a broader range of educational requirements.

Not surprisingly, the earnings differences between foreign-born and native-born workers
are much less pronounced at higher levels of educational attainment. Foreign-born
workers with at least a bachelor’s degree had about identical median weekly earnings as
native-born college graduates in 2006.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this summary of labor market information with
you today. Thope itis helpful to your deliberations. T will be pleased to address your
questions.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Dr. Bird, it is helpful. Thank you very much.
Mr. Hoefer?

TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL HOEFER, DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE
OF IMMIGRATION STATISTICS (OIS), U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. HOEFER. Good afternoon, Madam Chairwoman, Ranking
Member King, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee.
Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the role of the Office of
Immigration Statistics, OIS, at the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security, to provide an overview of our recent immigrant popu-
lation estimates and to answer any additional questions you may
have.

OIS is part of the DHS Policy Directorate and our mission is to
lead the development of statistical information useful in making
decisions and analyzing the effects of immigration in the United
States. We publish reports each year on recent trends in legal im-
migration, persons naturalized, and aliens apprehended and re-
moved from the United States. We primarily use administrative
data collected through the DHS components.

We also provide analyses and estimates to support policy-makers
as they work to understand immigration needs and trends before
setting policy. For example, on the number of foreign residents in
the United States by legal status, as already has been mentioned
in most of the surveys, that information is not collected, so we need
to estimate those numbers.

I want to start by briefly summarizing our recent estimates, be-
ginning with the number of persons who may be in the United
States unlawfully. We at the OIS estimate that there were approxi-
mately 10.5 million unlawful residents in the United States as of
January 1, 2005, and project that there may be as many as 12 mil-
lion as of today.

About 57 percent of the unlawful residents are from Mexico, and
nearly half of the 12 million residents live in California, Texas, or
Florida. The average annual net growth in the number of unlawful
residents has been 500,000 per year since 1990. DHS has not esti-
mated other characteristics of this difficult-to-measure population.

Turning to legal immigration, the DHS has granted lawful per-
manent resident status to an average of 1.1 million persons during
the past 3 years. More than four out of 10 of these immigrants are
immediate relatives of U.S. citizens who are admitted without limi-
tation.

The next leading categories are family-sponsored preference im-
migrants at about 19 percent, employment-based preference immi-
grants at 17 percent, and refugees and asylees at 13 percent.

About one of four immigrants derives their status through a
spouse or parent. For example, an employment principal who
comes into the United States may bring their spouses and children.

We estimate there are approximately 11.6 million lawful perma-
nent residents in the United States as of October 2004 and that 8
million were eligible to naturalize. Approximately 60 percent of
those who were admitted legally during the 1970’s and 1980’s have
naturalized as of 2005.
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More recent immigrants are naturalizing sooner than earlier im-
migrants, though it is not known whether this will result in life-
time naturalization rates higher than 60 percent.

About 33 percent of immigrants admitted before 1986 had natu-
ralized after 10 years, while between 45 and 50 percent of immi-
grants admitted from 1992 to 1995 had naturalized after 10 years
of residence.

In addition to the immigrants that have been admitted and are
living in the United States, there are other aliens who have applied
for but are waiting to obtain lawful permanent resident status. The
total number of petitioners for LPR status who are waiting to im-
migrate must be estimated because there is little information avail-
able on the number with an approved petition who are already in
the United States or on the number with a pending petition at
USCIS who may be living either inside or outside the United
States.

My colleague from the State Department is going to talk about
those who have approved petitions who are awaiting abroad.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to testify. I
am happy to answer any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hoefer follows:]
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Introduction

Good afternoon, Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member King, and distinguished members of
the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the role of the Office of Immigration
Statistics (OIS) at the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), to provide an overview of
our recent immigrant population estimates, and to answer any additional questions you may

have.

OIS Overview

018 is part of the DHS Policy Directorate and our mission is to lead the development of
statistical information useful in making decisions and analyzing the effects of immigration in the
United States. We publish reports each year on recent trends in legal immigration, persons
naturalized, and aliens apprehended and removed from the United States. We also provide
analyses and estimates to support policy makers as they work to understand immigration trends
before setting policy, for example, on the number of foreign residents in the United States by

legal status.

Immigration Population Estimates and Trends

1 want to briefly provide you a summary of recent estimates, beginning with the number of

persons who may be in the United States unlawfully.

We estimate that there were approximately 10.5 million unlawful residents in the United States
as of January 1, 2003, and project that there may be as many as 12 million here as of now.

About 57 percent of the unlawful residents are from Mexico, and nearly half of the 12 million
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residents live in California, Texas, or Florida. The average annual net growth in the number of
unlawful residents has been 500,000 a year since 1990. DHS has not estimated other

characteristics of this difficult to measure population.

Turning to legal immigration, the DHS has granted lawful permanent resident (LPR) status to an
average of 1.1 million persons during the past three years (See Table 1). More than 4 out of 10
of these immigrants are immediate relatives of U.S. citizens who are admitted without limitation.
The next leading categories are family-sponsored preference immigrants (19 percent),
employment-based preference immigrants (17 percent), and refugees or asylees (13 percent).

About 1 of 4 immigrants derives their status through a spouse or parent.

We estimate that there were approximately 11.6 million lawful permanent residents in the United
States as of October 2004 and that 8.0 million were eligible to naturalize. Approximately 60
percent of legal immigrants admitted during the 1970°s and 1980’s had naturalized as of 2005
(see Chart 1). More recent immigrants are naturalizing sooner than earlier immigrants, though it
is not known whether this will result in lifetime naturalization rates higher than 60 percent.
About 33 percent of immigrants admitted before 1986 had naturalized after 10 years, while
between 45 and 50 percent of immigrants admitted from 1992-95 had naturalized after 10 years

of residence.

In addition to the immigrants that have been admitted and are living in the United States, there
are other aliens who have applied for but are waiting to obtain lawful permanent resident status.
The total number of petitioners for LPR status who are waiting to immigrate must be estimated

because there is little information available on the number with an approved petition who are
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already in the United States, or on the number with a pending petition at U.S. Citizenship and

Immigration Services (USCIS) who may be living either inside or outside the United States.

Conclusion

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee today. 1

am happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Average Annual Number of Persons Granted Lawful Permanent Resident Status

By Major Category of Admi

and Principal/Derivative Status: Fiscal Years 2004 to 2006

Total Principals Derivatives
Category of Admission Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Total 1,115,507 100.0 | 842,850 100.0 | 272,657 100.0
Family-sponsored preferences 216,518 19.4 | 134,282 15.9 82,236 30.2
Unmarried sons/daughters of U.8. citizens 25,514 23| 18,482 22 7,031 26
Spouses and children of alien residents 101,933 9.1 84,619 10.0 17,314 6.4
Married sons/daughters of U.S. citizens 24,380 22 76186 09| 16,764 6.1
Siblings of U.S. citizens 64,692 5.8 | 28,565 28| 41127 151
Immediate refatives of U S. citizens 478,810 42.9 | 478,443 56.8 367 0.1
Spouses 283,727 254 | 283,727 337 0 0.0
Parents 93,363 84| 93,363 111 0 0.0
Children 101,087 9.1 | 100,720 11.9 367 0.1
Children born abroad to alien residents 634 0.1 634 0.1 0 0.0
Employment-based preferences 187,096 16.8 | 86,157 10.2 | 100,939 37.0
Priority workers 44,327 4.0 18,223 22| 26,104 96
Professionals with advanced degrees 32,347 29 15,540 1.8 16,807 6.2
Skilled workers, professionals, unskilled
workers 101,654 9.1 | 48,128 5.7 | 53,526 19.6
Special immigrants 8,360 0.7 4128 0.5 4,232 1.6
Investors 408 0.0 138 0.0 270 0.1
Diversity programs 46,930 4.2 | 24,358 29| 22571 8.3
Refugees and Asylees 143,549 12.9 78,878 9.4 64,671 23.7
Refugee adjustments 91,099 8.2 51,042 6.1 40,057 147
Asylee adjustments 52,449 4.7 27,836 33 248614 9.0
Other categones 42,604 3.8| 40731 4.8 1,873 0.7

Source: U.S, Depariment of Homeland Security, Computer Linked Application Information Management System (CLAIMS), Legal Immigrant Data, Fiscal

Years 2004 to 2008,
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Chart 1. Cumulative Naturalization Rates Through 2005 for Legal
Permanent Residents [LPRs) Ages 16 Years and Over by Year LFR
Status Obtalned: 1975-1995

1978 1T 19T 1981 1983 1985 1987 1889 191 1993 19495
Wear LPR Status Dbtained
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.
We will turn now to Mr. Oppenheim.

TESTIMONY OF CHARLES OPPENHEIM, CHIEF, VISA CONTROL
AND REPORTING DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. OpPENHEIM. Hello. Chairwoman Lofgren, Ranking Member
King, and distinguished Members of the Committee, it is a pleas-
ure to be here this afternoon to answer your questions and provide
an overview of the immigrant visa control and reporting program
which is operated by the Department of State.

The Department of State is responsible for administering the
provisions of the Immigration and Nationality Act which relate to
the numerical limitations on immigrant visa number use, and I will
briefly describe that process.

At the beginning of each month, the Visa Office receives a report
from each consular office abroad listing the total of documentarily
qualified immigrants who are subject to numerical limitation.
These cases are provided by foreign state chargeability, preference,
class, and priority date.

The foreign state chargeability refers to the per country limita-
tion to which the immigrant visa applicant will be charged and is
generally the foreign state or dependent area to which the appli-
cant was born. Exceptions are provided for a child or a spouse to
prevent the separation of family members, as well as for an appli-
cant born in the United States or in a foreign state of which nei-
ther parent was a native or resident.

Alternate chargeability is desirable in the issuance of visas when
a parent or spouse has a more advantageous place of birth than
that of the applicant’s. The preference is the visa class established
by the Immigration and Nationality Act to which the applicant may
be assigned based on relationship to U.S. citizens, legal permanent
residents or employment status.

Immigrant classifications fall into two basic categories: unlim-
ited, such as immediate relatives, and numerically limited, such as
family employment cases. The preference classes which are being
discussed today are strictly the numerically limited.

The priority date is normally the date on which the petition to
accord the applicant immigrant status was filed.

The Visa Office subdivides the annual preference and foreign
state limitations specified by the Immigration Nationality Act into
monthly allotments. The totals of qualified applicants which have
been reported to the Visa Office are compared each month with the
numbers available for the next regular allotment.

The determination of visa number availability requires the con-
sideration of several variables. These include past number use, es-
timates of future number use, return rates, and estimates of U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Services demand based on cut-off date
movements.

If sufficient numbers are available in a particular category to sat-
isfy all qualified demand, the category is considered “current.” For
example, if the monthly allocation target is 10,000 and we only
have 5,000 applicants, then the category can become “current.”

Whenever the total of qualified applicants in a category exceeds
the supply of numbers available for a particular month, the cat-
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egory is considered to be “oversubscribed,” and a visa availability
cut-off date is established. The cut-off date is the priority date of
the first qualified applicant who could not be accommodated for a
visa number that month.

For example, if the monthly target were once again 10,000 and
we had 25,000 applicants, then we would need to establish a cut-
off date so that only 10,000 numbers would be allocated, and the
cut-off date would be the priority date of the 10,001st applicant.
Therefore, only persons with a priority date earlier than the estab-
lished cut-off date are entitled to allotment of a visa number.

Once the above factors have been taken into consideration, the
cut-off dates for the following month are established. They are im-
mediately transmitted to overseas posts and the U.S. Citizenship
and Immigration Services Office and are also published in the
“Visa Bulletin” and online at the consular affairs Web site.

I have submitted a copy of the latest “Visa Bulletin” for the
record.

Visa allotments for the month that are transmitted to posts must
be returned if they are not used, and the numbers are provided in
priority date order with the oldest reported first.

Citizenship and Immigration Services Office requests are based
on an adjustment of status cases for which all clearance processing
has been completed.

The National Visa Center, which is located in Portsmouth, New
Hampshire, provides administrative support for the U.S. embassies
and consulates abroad that process immigrant visas. Approved im-
migrant visa petitions are sent by the U.S. Citizenship and Immi-
gration Services directly to this center for initial screening, record-
keeping instructions to visa applicants prior to being forwarded to
overseas posts for further processing.

If an applicant’s party date does not allow the case to be for-
warded overseas, then the petition is stored at the center.

As of March 27, 2007, over 2.7 million active family immigrant
cases were on file at the National Visa Center and almost 60,000
employment-based applicants were on file at the center. These to-
tals include both principal applicants and their derivatives and
spouses since each requires the use of a visa number.

I thank you for the opportunity to testify today and would wel-
come any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Oppenheim follows:]
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Chairman Lofgren, Ranking Member King, and distinguished members of the Committee, it is a
pleasure to be here this afternoon to answer your questions and provide an overview of our
immigrant visa control and reporting program operated by the U.S. Department of State.

The Department of State is responsible for administering the provisions of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (INA) related to the numerical limitations on immigrant visa issuances.

At the beginning of each month, the Visa Office (VO) receives a report from each consular post
listing totals of documentarily-qualified immigrant visa applicants in categories subject to
numerical limitation. Cases are grouped in three difterent categories: 1) foreign state
chargeability, 2) preference, and 3) priority date.

Foreign state chargeability for visa purposes refers to the fact that an immigrant is chargeable to
the numerical limitation for the foreign state or dependent area in which the immigrant's place of
birth is located. Exceptions are provided for a child (unmarried and under 21 years of age) or
spouse accompanying or following to join a principal to prevent the separation of family
members, as well as for an applicant born in the United States or in a foreign state of which
neither parent was a native or resident. Altemate chargeability is desirable when the visa cut-off
date for the foreign state of a parent or spouse is more advantageous than that of the applicant's
foreign state.

As established by the Immigration and Nationality Act, preference is the visa category that can
be assigned based on relationships to U.S. citizens or legal permanent residents. Family-based
immigration falls under two basic categories: unlimited and limited. Preferences established by
law for the limited category are:

Family First Preference (F1): Unmarried sons and daughters of U.S. citizens and their minor
children, if any.
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Family Second Preference (F2): Spouses, minor children, and unmarried sons and daughters of
lawful permanent residents.

Family Third Preference (F3): Married sons and daughters of U.S. citizens and their spouses
and minor children.

Family Fourth Preference (F4): Brothers and sisters of U.S. citizens and their spouses and
minor children provided the U.S. citizen is at least 21 years of age.

The Priority Date is normally the date on which the petition to accord the applicant immigrant
status was filed, generally with U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS).

VO subdivides the annual preference and foreign state limitations specified by the INA into
monthly allotments. The totals of documentarily-qualified applicants which have been reported
to VO are compared each month with the numbers available for the next regular allotment. The
determination of how many numbers are available requires consideration of several variables,
including: past number use; estimates of future number use and return rates; and estimates of
USCIS demand based on cut-off date movements. Once this consideration is completed, the cut-
off dates are established and numbers are allocated to reported applicants in order of their
priority dates, the oldest dates first.

If there are sufticient numbers in a particular category to satisty all reported documentarily-
qualified demand, the category is considered "Current." For example: If the monthly allocation
target is 10,000, and we only have 5,000 applicants, the category can be "Current.”

Whenever the total of documentarily-qualified applicants in a category exceeds the supply of
numbers available for allotment for the particular month, the category is considered to be
"oversubscribed" and a visa availability cut-off date is established. The cut-off date is the
priority date of the first documentarily-qualified applicant who could not be accommodated for a
visa number. For example, if the monthly target is 10,000 and we have 25,000 applicants, then
we would need to establish a cut-off date so that only 10,000 numbers would be allocated. In
this case, the cut-off would be the priority date of the 10,001st applicant.

Only persons with a priority date earlier than a cut-off date are entitled to allotment of a visa
number. The cut-off dates are the Lst, 8th, 15th, and 22nd of a month, since VO groups demand
for numbers under these dates. (Priority dates of the first through seventh of a month are
grouped under the 1st, the eighth through the 14th under the 8th, etc.)

VO attempts to establish the cut-off dates for the following month on or about the 8th of each
month. The dates are immediately transmitted to consular posts abroad and USCIS, and also
published in the Visa Bulletin and online at the website www travel state.gov. Visa allotments
for use during that month are transmitted to consular posts. USCIS requests visa allotments for
adjustment of status cases only when all other case processing has been completed. 1am

2007.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE SYSTEM AND CLARIFICATION OF
SOME FREQUENTLY MISUNDERSTOOD POINTS:

Applicants entitled to immigrant status become documentarily qualified at their own initiative
and convenience. By no means has every applicant with a priority date earlier than a prevailing
cut-oft date been processed for final visa action. On the contrary, visa allotments are made only
on the basis of the total applicants reported “documentarily qualified” (or, theoretically ready for
interview) each month. Demand for visa numbers can fluctuate from one month to another, with
the inevitable impact on cut-off dates.

If an applicant is reported documentarily qualified but allocation of a visa number is not possible
because of a visa availability cut-off date, the demand is recorded at VO and an allocation is
made as soon as the applicable cut-off date advances beyond the applicant's priority date. There
is no need for such applicant to be reported a second time.

Visa numbers are always allotted for all documentarily-qualified applicants with a priority date
before the relevant cut-off date, as long as the case had been reported to VO in time to be
included in the monthly calculation of visa availability. Failure of visa number receipt by the
overseas processing office could mean that the request was not dispatched in time to reach VO
for the monthly allocation cycle, or that information on the request was incomplete or inaccurate
(e.g., incorrect priority date).

Allocations to Foreign Service posts outside the regular monthly cycle are possible in emergency
or exceptional cases, but only at the request of the oftice processing the case. Note that, should
retrogression of a cut-off date be announced, VO can honor extraordinary requests for additional
numbers only if the applicant's priority date is earlier than the retrogressed cut-off date.

Not all numbers allocated are actually used for visa issuance; some are returned to VO and are
reincorporated into the pool of numbers available for later allocation during the fiscal year. The
rate of return of unused numbers may fluctuate from month to month, just as demand may
fluctuate. Lower returns mean fewer numbers available for subsequent reallocation.
Fluctuations can cause cut-off date movement to slow, stop, or even retrogress. Retrogression is
particularly possible near the end of the fiscal year as visa issuance approaches the annual
limitations.

Per-country limit: The annual per-country limitation of 7 percent is a cap, which visa issuances
to any single country may not exceed. Applicants compete for visas primarily on a worldwide
basis. The country limitation serves to avoid monopolization of virtually all the annual
limitation by applicants from only a few countries. This limitation is not a quota to which any
particular country is entitled, however. A portion of the numbers provided to the Family Second
preference category is exempt from this per-country cap. The American Competitiveness in the
Twenty-First Century Act (AC21) removed the per-country limit in any calendar quarter in
which overall applicant demand for Employment-based visa numbers is less than the total of
such numbers available.

Applicability of Section 202(e): When visa demand by documentarily-qualified applicants from
a particular country exceeds the amount of numbers available under the annual numerical
limitation, that country is considered to be oversubscribed. Oversubscription may require the
establishment of a cut-oft date which is earlier than that which applies to a particular visa
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category on a worldwide basis. The prorating of numbers for an oversubscribed country follows
the same percentages specitfied for the division of the worldwide annual limitation among the
preferences. (Note that visa availability cut-off dates for oversubscribed areas may not be later
than worldwide cut-off dates, it any, for the respective preferences.)

The committee submitted several questions that fell outside of VO’s area of work, therefore, I
have provided in my written testimony today the answers only to those questions that the
Department of State can answer. Thank you for this opportunity.
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ATTACHMENT

Visa Bulletin

Number 106
Votume Vill
Washington, D.C.

VISA BULLETIN FOR JUNE 2007

A. STATUTORY NUMBERS:

1. This bulletin summarizes the availability of immigrant numbers during June. Consular
officers are required to report to the Department of State documentarily qualified
applicants for numerically limited visas; the Bureau of Citizenship and Immigration
Services in the Department of Homeland Security reports applicants for adjustment of
status. Allocations were made, to the extent possible under the numerical limitations, for
the demand received by May 11th in the chronological order of the reported priority
dates. If the demand could not be satisfied within the statutory or regulatory limits, the
category or foreign state in which demand was excessive was deemed oversubscribed.
The cut-off date for an oversubscribed category is the priority date of the first applicant
who could not be reached within the numerical limits. Only applicants who have a
priority date earlier than the cut-off date may be allotted a number. Immediately that it
becomes necessary during the monthly allocation process to retrogress a cut-off date,
supplemental requests for numbers will be honored only if the priority date falls within
the new cut-off date. 2. Section 201 of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) sets an
annual minimum family-sponsored preference limit of 226,000. The worldwide level for
annual employment-based preference immigrants is at least 140,000. Section 202
prescribes that the per-country limit for preference immigrants is set at 7% of the total
annual family-sponsored and employment-based preference limits, i.e., 25,620. The

dependent area limit is set at 2%, or 7,320.

3. Section 203 of the INA prescribes preference classes for allotment of immigrant visas

as follows:
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FAMILY-SPONSORED PREFERENCES

First : Unmarried Sons and Daughters of Citizens: 23,400 plus any numbers not

required for fourth preference.

Second : Spouses and Children, and Unmarried Sons and Daughters of Permanent
Residents: 114,200, plus the number (if any) by which the worldwide family preference

level exceeds 226,000, and any unused first preference numbers:

A. Spouses and Children: 77% of the overall second preference limitation, of which 75%

are exempt from the per-country limit;

B. Unmarried Sons and Daughters (21 years of age or older): 23% of the overall second

preference limitation.

Third : Married Sons and Daughters of Citizens: 23,400, plus any numbers not required

by first and second preferences.

Fourth : Brothers and Sisters of Adult Citizens: 65,000, plus any numbers not required

by first three preferences.
EMPLOYMENT-BASED PREFERENCES

First : Priority Workers: 28.6% of the worldwide employment-based preference level,

plus any numbers not required for fourth and fifth preferences.

Second : Members of the Professions Holding Advanced Degrees or Persons of
Exceptional Ability: 28.6% of the worldwide employment-based preference level, plus

any numbers not required by first preference.

Third : Skilled Workers, Professionals, and Other Workers: 28.6% of the worldwide
level, plus any numbers not required by first and second preferences, not more than
10,000 of which to "Other Workers".

Fourth : Certain Special Immigrants: 7.1% of the worldwide level.
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Fifth : Employment Creation: 7.1% of the worldwide level, not less than 3,000 of which
reserved for investors in a targeted rural or high-unemployment area, and 3,000 set

aside for investors in regional centers by Sec. 610 of P.L. 102-395.

4. INA Section 203(e) provides that family-sponsored and employment-based
preference visas be issued to eligible immigrants in the order in which a petition in
behalf of each has been filed. Section 203(d) provides that spouses and children of
preference immigrants are entitled to the same status, and the same order of
consideration, if accompanying or following to join the principal. The visa prorating
provisions of Section 202(e) apply to allocations for a foreign state or dependent area
when visa demand exceeds the per-country limit. These provisions apply at present to
the following oversubscribed chargeability areas: CHINA-mainland born, INDIA,
MEXICO, and PHILIPPINES.

5. On the chart below, the listing of a date for any class indicates that the class is
oversubscribed (see paragraph 1); "C" means current, i.e., numbers are available for all
qualified applicants; and "U" means unavailable, i.e., no numbers are available. (NOTE:
Numbers are available only for applicants whose priority date is earlier than the cut-off

date listed below.)

All
Charge-
ability  {CHINA- :
Fam-\\reas  |mainland INDIA  |MEXICO [PHILIPP-
ily INES
Except  born
Those

Listed

Ist {01JUNOT (01JUNO1 JO1JUNO1 JO1JANS1 {22APRO2
2A  {22APRO2 {22APRO2 {22APRO2 |0IMAYO!1;22APR02

2B {01DEC97 {01DEC97 {01DEC97 ;08MAR92;010CT9%6
3rd  115MAY99:15SMAY99;15MAY99;08FEB88 i01JANSS

4th  JOBJUNOS6 {08JAN96 (22JAN96 (15JUL94 01MARSS

*NOTE: For June, 2A numbers EXEMPT from per-country limit are available to
applicants from all countries with priority dates earlier than 01MAY01. 2A numbers
SUBJECT to per-country limit are available to applicants chargeable to all countries
EXCEPT MEXICO with priority dates beginning 01MAY01 and earlier than 22APR02.
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(All 2A numbers provided for MEXICO are exempt from the per-country limit; there are

no 2A numbers for MEXICO subject to per-country limit.)

All

Charge-

1ability CHINA- —

Areas mainland;INDIA {MEXICO

PINES
born

Except

Those

Listed
Employ-
ment
-Based
1st C C c C C
ond C 01JANOG J0TAPRO4:C .C
31 OTJUNOS j01JUNO3 {01JUNO3 j01JUNO3 {01JUNOS
Other 010CTO1{010CT01]010CTO1]010CTO1 j010CTO1
Workers
4 C C C C C
Certain
Religious iC C C C C
Workers
Iragi &
Afghani  {18SEP06 | I8SEP06 | 18SEP0G {18SEPOG {18SEP06
Translators
st C C C C C
Targeted
Employ-
ment
Areas/ € C c c C
Regional
Centers

The Department of State has available a recorded message with visa availability
information which can be heard at: (area code 202) 663-1541. This recording will be
updated in the middle of each month with information on cut-off dates for the following
month.
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Employment Third Preference Other Workers Category: Section 203(e) of the NACARA,
as amended by Section 1(e) of Pub. L. 105 - 139, provides that once the Employment
Third Preference Other Worker (EW) cut-off date has reached the priority date of the
latest EW petition approved prior to November 19, 1997, the 10,000 EW numbers
available for a fiscal year are to be reduced by up to 5,000 annually beginning in the
following fiscal year. This reduction is to be made for as long as necessary to offset
adjustments under the NACARA program. Since the EW cut-off date reached
November 19, 1997 during Fiscal Year 2001, the reduction in the EW annual limit to
5,000 began in Fiscal Year 2002.

B. DIVERSITY IMMIGRANT (DV) CATEGORY

Section 203(c) of the Immigration and Nationality Act provides a maximum of up to
55,000 immigrant visas each fiscal year to permit immigration opportunities for persons
from countries other than the principal sources of current immigration to the United
States. The Nicaraguan and Central American Relief Act (NACARA) passed by
Congress in November 1997 stipulates that beginning with DV-99, and for as long as
necessary, up to 5,000 of the 55,000 annually-allocated diversity visas will be made
available for use under the NACARA program. This reduction has resulted in the DV-
2007 annual limit being reduced to 50,000. DV visas are divided among six geographic
regions. No one country can receive more than seven percent of the available diversity

visas in any one year.

For June, immigrant numbers in the DV category are available to qualified DV-2007
applicants chargeable to all regions/eligible countries as follows. When an allocation
cut-off number is shown, visas are available only for applicants with DV regional lottery

rank numbers BELOW the specified allocation cut-off number:

All DV
Chargeability
Region Areas Except
Those Listed

Separately

Except:
Egypt:

AFRICA 27,000
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21,800
Ethiopia:
18,900
Nigeria:
114,600
ASIA 6,800
Except:
EUROPE 19,000 Ukraine
11,850
NORTH AMERICA 7
(BAHAMAS)
OCEANIA 1,100
SOUTH AMERICA, 1750
and the CARIBBEAN ’

Entitlement to immigrant status in the DV category lasts only through the end of the
fiscal (visa) year for which the applicant is selected in the lottery. The year of entitiement
for all applicants registered for the DV-2007 program ends as of September 30, 2007.
DV visas may not be issued to DV-2007 applicants after that date. Similarly, spouses
and children accompanying or following to join DV-2007 principals are only entitled to
derivative DV status until September 30, 2007. DV visa availability through the very end
of FY-2007 cannot be taken for granted. Numbers could be exhausted prior to
September 30.

C. ADVANCE NOTIFICATION OF THE DIVERSITY (DV) IMMIGRANT CATEGORY
RANK CUT-OFFS WHICH WILL APPLY IN JULY

For July, immigrant numbers in the DV category are available to qualified DV-2007
applicants chargeable to all regions/eligible countries as follows. When an allocation
cut-off number is shown, visas are available only for applicants with DV regional lottery

rank numbers BELOW the specified allocation cut-off number:

All DV
Chargeability
Region Areas Except
Those Listed

Separately
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Except:
Egypt:
22,600
AFRICA 35,500 {Ethiopia
22,900
Nigeria
‘ 16,150
ASIA 7,750
Except:
EUROPE 23,000 Ukraine
13,000
NORTH AMERICA 12
(BAHAMAS)
OCEANIA 1,800
SOUTH AMERICA, 2500
and the CARIBBEAN ™

D. EMPLOYMENT THIRD PREFERENCE “OTHER WORKER” CATEGORY FOR
JUNE

A few "Other Worker” numbers which had been allocated for April were returned unused
at the end of the month. As a result, a very small June allocation has been possible, for
applicants with priority dates before October 1, 2001. The category will become
“Unavailable” once again beginning in July and will remain so for the remainder of FY-
2007.

E. EMPLOYMENT-BASED VISA AVAILABILITY DURING THE COMING MONTHS

The current level of demand in many of the Employment-based categories has been
much lower than anticipated. As a result, the June cut-off dates have been advanced
significantly in an effort to maximize number use under the annual numerical limits. At
this time it appears likely that there will be additional advances during the coming

months.

All readers should be aware that such cut-off date movements should allow for action to

be finalized on a significant number of Citizenship and Immigration Services adjustment
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of status cases. Once that level of demand begins to exceed the supply of available
numbers it will be necessary to make “adjustments” to the cut-off dates. At this time is in

not possible to estimate when this is likely to occur, but it is expected.

The Department of State also has available a recorded message with visa cut-off dates
which can be heard at: (area code 202) 663-1541. The recording is normally updated by

the middle of each month with information on cut-off dates for the following month.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Oppenheim.

And thanks to all of the witnesses.

We will now begin questions, and I will begin with some ques-
tions that I don’t know, hopefully you can answer.

Dr. Wasem, looking at your Figure 7, trends in family-based im-
migration, you outline the growth in the immediate relative cat-
egory.

And I remember during the markup of the 1996 Act there was
a discussion, just a little trip down memory road, on what kind of
constraints would be put on the spouses of American citizens. And
one of the most conservative Members of the Committee all of the
sudden said, “Wait a minute. We are not going to do that. It has
not ever been the job of the Federal Government to tell American
citizens who they get to marry.”

And that is really the origin, I think, philosophically, of the im-
mediate relative category, that Americans are free to fall in love
and marry whoever they want. But it is a slightly different issue
with parents.

Are you able to separate out the parents from the spouses, minor
children, in that graph?

Ms. WASEM. I do not have that data with me. I don’t know if Mi-
chael might.

Ms. LOFGREN. Do you have it, Mr. Hoefer?

Mr. HOEFER. In my testimony there is a Table 1, which shows
the average annual numbers from 2004 to 2006, so it is recent
data. But out of an average of 478,000 immediate relatives that
come in each year of those 3 years, 93,000 were parents, 284,000
approximately——

Ms. LOFGREN. Of the immediate relatives?

Mr. HOEFER. Yes, were spouses, and 101,000 were children.

Ms. LOFGREN. Okay, that is very helpful. I overlooked that.

Let me ask you, Mr. Hoefer, you mentioned naturalization rates
are going up, and we had a discussion here several hearings ago
when one of the witnesses suggested that the rate of naturalization
was actually declining.

Mr. HOEFER. I think probably part of the confusion here is I am
talking about people who are legal immigrants.

Ms. LOFGREN. Who are able.

Mr. HOEFER. Who are able. So if you are looking at population
data, such as through the Census or the American Communities
Survey, it includes illegal aliens, it includes people who aren’t eligi-
ble.

Ms. LOFGREN. So your percentage is of the people who are legally
able to apply to become a citizen, that rate is increasing.

Mr. HOEFER. That is right.

Ms. LOFGREN. Okay. That is helpful. Thank you.

Dr. Wasem, your Figure 14, I am wondering if we have this data.
In the 1986 chart, it lists North and South America together as 23
percent, but in 2005 it shows, by the way, that immigration from
Mexico is dropping substantially, as a percentage

Ms. WASEM. As a percentage.

Ms. LOFGREN [continuing]. As a percentage, from 69 percent to
56 percent. But Latin America is now a separate category, and
inexplicably Canada is linked with Europe.
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Do we know if those are apples to apples instead of apples to or-
anges, how those trends go?

Ms. WaASEM. I don’t. These were estimates, because the 1986 data
was done by different researchers using the same basic methodo-
logical approach and data sources, but they did cut the regions of
the countries and the world differently.

Ms. LOFGREN. Does anybody else have that, or could it be easily
obtained? I don’t want to create a huge workload, but if there is
a figure that is readily available, I would appreciate it.

Ms. WASEM. If it was readily available, I probably would have
used it.

Ms. LOFGREN. I see.

Mr. HOEFER. You are referring to illegal as opposed to legal im-
migrants?

Ms. LOFGREN. Yes.

Mr. HOEFER. I have some data here that I can share with you
for 2000 versus 2005, but that is

Ms. LOFGREN. Perhaps after the hearing, that can be provided.

I am interested in the inadmissibility grounds on Figure 16. By
far, the greatest on the bar chart is immigration violations. And I
am interested—I am sure it is many things, but one of the ques-
tions that people have suggested is that the 3-and 10-year bars ac-
tually ended up being a substantial issue for immediate relatives.
And you hear that the waivers are backing up and the like.

Can you address that, Mr. Oppenheim? Do you know the answer?

Mr. OpPPENHEIM. Not specifically on that. I could get back to you
with the data.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would appreciate that.

Do you know, Dr. Wasem, on Figure 167

Ms. WASEM. I do not know. I am looking at my tables in the ap-
pendices, where I have some trend lines from 2000, 2002. And this
is something that has changed over time in terms of the difference
it makes, but I haven’t gone far enough back.

Ms. LOFGREN. Well, again, I don’t want to give a major research
project to any of you, but if you have that information readily avail-
able, I would be very interested in receiving it.

I just note, when we were at Ellis Island, before the hearing we
went through a tour of the museum, and I wish I had taken a pic-
ture of it, but there was a plaque, and it said, in the year 1902,
the population of the cities of New York, Chicago, St. Louis and
several others—I don’t remember all of them—75 percent of the
population of those cities were either immigrants or the children of
immigrants.

Is that true in any city in America today? Do you know?

Ms. WASEM. I wouldn’t be surprised. I don’t know.

Ms. LOFGREN. That is a surprise question. Perhaps the answer
can come later.

Ms. WASEM. Yes. It is worth looking up, though. We could look
that up.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. King, it is your turn for 5 minutes.

Mr. KiNG. Thank you, Madam Chair.

You have piqued my interest on a number of things here, the
witnesses as well as the questioning you had. And I probably have
a picture of that, if I could dig through my files.
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I would first turn to Mr. Hoefer, because I recall some numbers
that were brought before this panel some time, a couple of weeks
ago, with regard to the naturalization rate. And your testimony
stated that U.S. census naturalization rates included also illegal
population that were not eligible for naturalization.

And the numbers that we had before this panel a couple of weeks
ago were that in 1970 there was an 82 percent naturalization rate,
and that incrementally dropped from 82 percent down to the year—
each census year, 1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000. By the year 2000,
they had gone down to a 13 percent naturalization rate.

And so, as I hear your testimony on this, it would be an impor-
tant distinction if one included illegal immigrants. And yet when
I look at USCIS’s report and it states here clearly that for the year
2002—and remember, the year 2000 had 13 percent naturalization
ratcelz had gone from 82 percent to 13 percent over that 30-year pe-
riod.

But 2002, the numbers show this: LPR population, 2002, 11.4
million; population eligible to naturalize, 2002, 7.8 million; number
of persons naturalized in fiscal year 2002, 573,000, which rolls out
to be 7.3 percent.

So that would indicate that the eligible population numbers from
USCIS did not include those that were not eligible for naturaliza-
tion.

How would you respond to those numbers from USCIS?

Mr. HOEFER. Well, everything you said was true.

What we have done to get these naturalization rates is follow co-
horts through time. So we looked at people that became in 1970,
1980 and followed them through time and matched them with their
naturalization record.

When you look at a point in time, you are looking at, if you use
Census data, you are looking at people who are illegal. The CIS re-
port that you were mentioning, there are many people over time
that don’t naturalize, but eventually we find that about 60 percent
do. So some of those people, the 8 million, they are just newly eligi-
ble, so they haven’t naturalized yet. It takes them time.

What we find is about half of those who are going to naturalize
do1 so within the first 10 years, but there are people that natu-
ralize

Mr. KiNG. That is by their own report, though, if I also hear you
testimony on that.

Mr. HOEFER. Yes.

Mr. KING. And this USCIS report would be statistically those
that are eligible for naturalization. The user survey numbers
are——

Mr. HOEFER. No, they are not. What we have done is we have
matched the individual record of legal immigration to the indi-
vidual record of naturalization.

Mr. KiNG. Would you then disagree with a conclusion that one
can draw from USCIS’s report that it goes from 82 percent in 1970
down to 7 percent in the year 20027

Mr. HOEFER. I don’t think that the USCIS report says that.

Mr. KiNG. I have got it here, and I would be happy to introduce
it into the record. I ask unanimous consent to do so.

Mr. HOEFER. Okay.
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Mr. KING. But I would just say that I really wish we didn’t have
this kind of a trend to look at. And even if we are looking at, what-
ever is a number between yours and mine, it is a bad sign from
an assimilation prospect that we don’t see more enthusiasm for
naturalization. That is the conclusion that I would draw, and
maybe draw a truce there on that disagreement.

Mr. HOEFER. Respectfully, I believe the naturalization rate is in-
creasing, and what is happening is that people do emigrate and
leave the country. I think the census data shows people who immi-
grated in 1980 who are still here, and many of those people do nat-
uralize. So that is the reason you see that trend going down.

But it really, if you look at the cohorts, the naturalization rate
is

Mr. KiNG. We will have both numbers in the record, Mr. Hoefer,
and I appreciate your position on this.

And I turn to our economic analyst here, Mr. Bird, and I want
to put a little philosophy out there to you. And since you are an
analyst, not just a person who reports statistics but someone who
can analyze it, would you agree or disagree with this statement
that I am about to make, and that is that the sum total of the eco-
nomic strength of a Nation is directly proportional to the average
individual productivity of its people?

Mr. BIRD. Well, I think that is a reasonable statement to make.
Human capital is a very important part of the total productive as-
sets of a Nation. And certainly our prosperity, our ability to grow,
to produce the goods and services we produce, depends on our pro-
ductivity, and that depends on both our physical capital and our
human capital.

Right now, today, or in the latest data I have calculated is 2004,
we produce about $40, a little over $40 of output per hour of effort
in America, and that is almost the highest in the world, and that
is the product of our human and physical capital, combined effort.

Mr. KiNG. I have a follow-up question in writing. I have to yield
back to the Chair.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Lungren?

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much.

Dr. Bird, one of the things that has bedeviled me for a long time,
from the first time I was in Congress to this time in Congress, is
the significantly higher unemployment rates we have in the Afri-
can-American community than the rest of the community, and par-
ticularly with young, Black males.

When I was in my other job as attorney general of California, the
figure was often brought up to me that we have a disproportionate
percentage of young, Black males that are incarcerated. And as we
would examine that problem, one of the suggestions was a lack of
economic opportunity.

I would like to ask a question about whether you have given us
some figures about the overall African-American unemployment
rate. Do you have the unemployment rate for males, 20 to 35, in
the various categories that you have that is White, African-Amer-
ican, Asian and Hispanic?

Mr. BIRD. I do not have those numbers with me today, but they
are available, and I could provide those.
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Mr. LUNGREN. Would it be correct to say that African-American
unemployment for males from 20 to 35 is significantly higher than
that for Whites and for Asians?

Mr. BIRD. I would presume that may be the case, yes.

Mr. LUNGREN. Do you have any figures that break down accord-
hng to industry? I would be very interested in the construction in-

ustry.

Mr. BIrD. Congressman, there is data that can be compiled, and
some of this is already tabulated routinely by the Bureau of Labor
and Statistics, that reports from the current population survey the
percentage of people who are unemployed with respect to their pre-
viously reported industry. That could be compiled.

Mr. LUNGREN. Let me tell you where I am trying to go, and
maybe you can give me some help on where I would get the proper
information.

Back in the early 1970’s, I worked in construction while I was
going to law school, and it was in southern California. And it was
unusual on the construction job site, at least from my observation
in southern California, for people who were speaking other than
English and were Hispanic, and in some cases, just because of con-
versations I had with them, were in this country without the ben-
efit of papers.

We had Hispanics working in the workforce, but they were sec-
ond and third generation in construction, and it appeared to me,
and maybe I am wrong, that African-Americans were a higher per-
centage in the workforce in construction then than they are now.

And again, this anecdotal. Now it appears to me we have a far
greater percentage of Spanish-speaking individuals in the construc-
tion trades than we had then, a significant increase in that. Obvi-
ously I don’t go around and ask people, you know, are you here le-
gally or not here legally, but it has been suggested to me that a
significant percentage are here illegally.

And as I look at an immigration fix, I am one of those who be-
lieves we have to have a temporary worker program. I think we
have proven that we need that in the area of agriculture. But I am
one of those who believes that perhaps you could show a loss of job
or job opportunity for the African-American community, particu-
larly young males in construction, as a result of the presence of il-
legal aliens in the United States.

I don’t have data to try and be able to assess that. Could you
give me some help as to what data might be available so at least
I could have something to look at to see whether the trends are in
the direction I think they are or whether my assumptions or con-
clusions have no merit?

Mr. BirD. Well, of course at this time I don’t have any data with
me to answer whether your presumption is correct or not. However,
at least some of what you are asking for I believe can be addressed
by looking at our current population survey and perhaps some
other data survey sources with our colleagues at Bureau of Labor
and Statistics. And I would be happy to work with your staff subse-
quently to develop that and get that to you.

Mr. LUNGREN. I would appreciate that. That would help us, be-
cause we are in a very controversial, to say the least, controversial
subject here. And one of the elements of it is a temporary worker
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program, and one of those elements is what kind of a temporary
worker program.

And as you analyze it, you hear those that say illegal immigra-
tion has no impact whatsoever on job opportunities for native-born
Americans or Americans who are here on a legal basis and other
who say it has everything to do with it.

And I have a sense of what I believe is true based on my own
observations and anecdotal information, but I don’t have any raw
data or examined data.

Mr. BIRD. The data that I am thinking about will not address the
documented versus undocumented. But it may be possible to de-
velop some data that addresses the construction industry in par-
ticular in terms of race, ethnicity, foreign-born status——

Mr. LUNGREN. What about native-born versus——

Mr. BIRD. Native-born versus foreign-born status, perhaps, but
not going back as far because that distinction has not been col-
lected in the data except since 1997, I believe, so we have a shorter
time frame there on that, and the ethnicity has not been collected
for that every year.

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Madam Chair, and I hope
that we can work with you.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time is expired. And, really, all
time is expired.

I would like to thank these witnesses.

I will note that, without objection, Members will have 5 legisla-
tive days to submit additional written questions to each of you, and
the Committee will forward those questions. We ask that you an-
swer as promptly as you can.

I will just note, Mr. Hoefer, that you didn’t have a copy of the
document that the Ranking Member—I am not faulting the Rank-
ing Member, but I would like to send that to you and ask you to
just give us your answer in writing.

Mr. HOEFER. Certainly.

Ms. LOFGREN. And we will share it with all the Members.

I would note that we have had a series of hearings since Feb-
ruary, 15 hearings, and this hearing today has helped us with the
statistics and some of the numbers. I think that at this point, al-
though I went into this proces thinking that I knew something, and
I did, I certainly have learned some things as well.

And the testimony of a great number of enormously intelligent
and scholarly people are posted on our Web site. Anybody who
wants to get an education on this subject is invited to check it out.

At this point, we are hoping that we are able to move forward.
I hope that we are able to move forward with comprehensive immi-
gration reform. Your testimony today has been a part of that, and
we thank you very much.

This hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:19 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SHEILA JACKSON LEE, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMI-
GRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

Today we continue these series of hearings dealing with comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. This subcommittee previously dealt with the shortfalls of the 1986 and
1996 immigration reforms, the difficulties employers face with employment
verification and ways to improve the employment verification system. On Tuesday
May 1, 2007 we explored the point system that the United Kingdom, Canada, Aus-
tralia, and New Zealand utilize, and on May 3, 2007 the focus of the discussion was
on the U.S. economy, U.S. workers and immigration reform. Last week we took a
look at another controversial aspect of the immigration debate, family based immi-
gration. Today we continue the vital task of eliminating the myths and seeking the
truth. Last Wednesday’s hearing dealt with probably the most crucial aspect under-
lying the immigration debate, an immigrant’s ability to integrate, and assimilate
into American society. Last Thursday we tackled another pressing topic, the prac-
tical issue of the impact of immigration on States and Localities. On Friday May
18, 2007 we discussed the issue of the “Future of Undocumented Immigrant Stu-
dents,” and on May 24, 2007 we examined the “Labor Movement Perspective” on
comprehensive immigration reform. Today we will examine the perspectives of the
business community.

Much of the rhetoric that those in the anti-immigrant camp have repeated in their
efforts to deter comprehensive immigration reform is based in pure ignorance. Web-
ster’s dictionary defines ignorance as, “1. without knowledge or education. 2. Dis-
playing lack of knowledge or education. 3. Unaware or uninformed: Oblivious.”
When I hear the rhetoric of those individuals in the anti-immigrant camp this very
definition comes to mind, because either these individuals are actually without
knowledge, willfully display a lack of knowledge, are simply uninformed, or just ob-
livious to the facts.

Individuals in the anti-immigrant camp consistently promote misconceptions
about the undocumented population that serve this debate no justice. For example
many argue that illegal immigrants are a burden on our social services, they are
criminals, they are “taking” American jobs, they hate America, and they are harm-
ing our economy, and depressing the wages of American workers.

Over the last month and a half we have debunked all of these myths. Fact of the
matter is that most illegal immigrants do not utilize social service programs out of
fear of being detected; they have an incarceration rate that does not compare to
those of Native born individuals; the concept that they are taking jobs conflicts with
all the data that suggest that there is a labor shortage in the agriculture, construc-
tion, and service industries; individuals who come here to live the American dream
cherish the opportunity and their children are as American as apple pie; and we
have heard testimony before this subcommittee that illustrates the fact that immi-
gration benefits our economy, and the impact of immigration on wages is small if
any.

Along those same lines the biggest dispute regarding immigration statistics is the
actual number of undocumented workers who are present here in the United States,
the estimates range from 12 million to 20 million. We will hear testimony from Dr.
Ruth Ellen Wasem from the Congressional Research Service who will help us dis-
cover the truth. For example, according to the Census Bureau there were 36 million
foreign born people who resided in the United States in 2005. A further look at this
population reveals that 34.7% of these individuals were naturalized, 32.7% were
Legal Permanent Residents, 2% were temporary, and 30.7% were unauthorized.
These statistics seem to verify the fact that there are about 12 million undocu-
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mented workers here in the United States as opposed to 20 million. I look forward
to the testimony of our witnesses, Madam Chair I yield back my time.
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LETTER TO THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN, CHAIRWOMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMI-
GRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW,
FROM A MAJORITY OF THE MINORITY MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRA-
TION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW RE-
QUESTING A MINORITY DAY OF HEARING

JOHN CONYERS, JR, Michigan LAMAR . SMITH, Toxas
CHARMAN RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

U.S. BHouse of Representatives
Committee on the Jubiciarp

TEaghington, BE 20515-6216
©ne Bundred Tenth Congress
June 6, 2007
Honorable Zoe Lofgren
Chairwoman

Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship,
Refugees, Border Security, & International Law

102 Cannon House Office Building

‘Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairwoman Lofgren,

Pursuant to House Rule XI clause {2)(j)(1), we hereby request that the minority
Members of the Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border Security
& International Law be granted a minority day of hearing on matters relating to
government perspectives on immigration statistics. ’

Although the testimony of the government panel you have assembled will likely
be valuable, it is essential that the Committee examine other perspectives. We feel that a
minority day is our only option to ensure that we create a balanced record.

Pursuant to the House Rules, you will find the signatures of a majority of the
minority Members of this Subcommittee below.

N 9 Mﬁ
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE THE HONORABLE DANA ROHRABACHER,
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

I appreciate the opportunity to testify. As reliable statistics on illegal immigrants
are notoriously hard to come by and verify such an open discussion as this is nec-
essary.

Contrary to the image many are trying to promote, illegal immigration has had
a devastating financial impact on Social Security.

More than half of illegal immigrants in our country work for cash under the table.
So these illegal immigrants do not pay into the Social Security system. And since
they are paid cash, the employers do not pay their contribution into the Social Secu-
rity system either.

Another negative effect is that jobs which could be filled by American citizens and
legal immigrants are taken away. Without a pool of available illegal immigrants em-
ployers would be forced to hire legal applicants and cover them under Social Secu-
rity. So Americans are losing jobs to illegal aliens who aren’t paying their fair share
into the Social Security system.

Corresponding to this, a flow of illegal labor into our country brings down wages
in general. Employers who might have paid $10 or $12 dollars an hour now pay
lower wages, which then results in lower contributions to the Social Security sys-
tem.

There are those, of course, who think the solution is to legalize all the illegals
in the United States, and this will solve the Social Security crisis. In fact, legalizing
the status of those here illegally will make the Social Security challenge facing
America dramatically worse.

Any plan that would specifically give Social Security to those who have been
working in this country is an invitation for fraud on a massive scale. What would
stop anyone from claiming they worked under a false Social Security number? Hun-
dreds of thousands of people pay into Social Security under a 000-00—0000 number,
how can you prove who used that fraudulent number and who did not?

We already have a huge problem with identity theft and fraudulent identification.
Allowing those who have worked illegally in the United States to participate in So-
cial Security exponentially increases the incentive for fraud.

Another overlooked consequence is the survivors’ benefits and disability aspects
of the Social Security system. What would stop anyone from claiming “My spouse
worked here under this false number, I am his widow, these are his children, please
start sending the survivors benefits we are now entitled to.”

Remember, billions of people around the world have NO retirement whatsoever.
Why assume that only younger immigrants will come into the United States? Why
wouldn’t someone in their 50’s think “I could work for ten years in the United
States, and the Social Security payment would let me live well back home.”

Furthermore, many people who will be legalized under several different proposals
are poor and low skilled. In fact over half of illegal immigrants do not even have
a high school education. The inconvenient fact is Social Security pays out more in
benefits, proportionally, to lower wage workers than higher wage workers. The pro-
jections I have seen from Social Security assumes immigrants have the same gen-
eral earning potential as native born Americans, and they do not. These illegal im-
migrants will receive far more from the system than they paid into it, creating a
huge threat to the viability of the Social Security system in the long run.

The last and most significant point is this: In 1986, after being told it would only
legalize about 1 million people, 3 million illegal immigrants ended up being granted
amnesty. It is now 20 years later, and the current illegal immigrant estimates range
from 12 to 20 million people. The 20 million figure comes, not from a government
source, but from a private study conducted of the monies sent back through remit-
tances to in Central American countries.

Is there any doubt legalizing the status of those here illegally will result in a flood
of new illegal immigrants into our country. Permitting these legalized immigrants
into the Social Security system will turbo-charge the flood of illegals into our coun-
try.

If we legalize 12 to 20 million people now, there will be 45 to 60 million illegal
aliens here in 2027. No fence, no wall, no minefield, no system will keep illegal
aliens out of the country if we give them the reasonable hope that generous govern-
ment benefits, including retirement, can be theirs if they can just get across the
U.S. border and wait us out. Under such a strain our Social Security system cannot
survive and will collapse. Being irrationally benevolent to illegals is a crime against
our own people.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOSEPH CROWLEY,
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Thank you for inviting me here today. As you point out, I have a particular inter-
est in the issue of immigration as the son of an immigrant as well as the grandson
of immigrants. And as duly noted by Chairwoman Lofgren, Majority Whip Clyburn
has appointed me as Chief Deputy Whip to work on this particular issue. Therefore,
I am very happy to join you today and speak on this issue.

I strongly believe in comprehensive immigration reform and seem to have a more
optimistic view of the contributions of immigrants to the United States economi-
cally. This must be about

looking forward, not backwards—looking at where we are going to be in years to
come, and not where we are today.

Today, I am not here to criticize the Senate bill in any way, as they are working
through it as we speak. It is, however, my hope that the Senate passes a bill so
that the House can take it up, pass its bill, and move to conference in order to get
real, comprehensive immigration reform passed.

As I testify before you today, I would like to highlight the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) Cost Estimate report which shows that comprehensive immigration re-
form is essential to the growth of our economy.

It is imperative that we pass a Comprehensive Immigration Reform bill this year
in order to secure out borders, sustain a strong economic future in the United
States, and ensure that our country remain a haven for those who seek freedom,
opportunity, and a better life for themselves and for their families.

Immigration does not necessarily have to be a drain on the economy, as many
would have you believe. Immigrants are not a drain on tax payers and the economy.
In fact, they improve many aspects of our economy: adding to job creation, increas-
ing our national revenue through greater receipts of Social Security payroll taxes,
which are classified as off-budget.

Look at the jobs they fill, the money they spend, and they jobs they create. They
are essential to our nation’s future prosperity. As Leon Sequiera, Assistant Sec-
retary for Policy for the U.S. Department of Labor stated, “Everyone who comes to
America as an 1mmigrant gets a job, but that doesn’t mean they necessarily displace
someone else in the marketplace. They may take a job that, in turn, leads to the
creation of a job or two or three jobs.” We have an expanding marketplace and an
economy that continues to grow.

The growth of the foreign-born workforce has no produced significant adverse ef-
fects on native-born workers. Unemployment rates for all groups have gone down
and wages have increased. As Mr. Sequiera pointed out, there are 4.1 million job
openings in the United States, with new job vacancies opening faster than they are
being filled.

At the Summit on Retirement Savings hosted by the United States Department
of Labor, Alan Greenspan, the former Federal Reserve Board Chairman stated, “The
larger our workforce is in the year 2010 and beyond, the easier producing goods and
services for both retirees and active workers will be. Immigration policy will there-
fore be a key component of baby-boom retirement policy.”

For example, people are not joining the workforce at the same rate as they were
in the 1950s, the Baby-boom era. Economically, passing comprehensive immigration
reform is essential because it will allow more individuals to join the workforce,
thereby adding to our economy and the benefits we all enjoy.

This year, it was widely reported that undocumented immigrants in New York
and throughout the nation filed taxes returns in record numbers to start a paper
trail with the prospect of Congress overhauling our immigration system. This only
proves that comprehensive immigration reform holds the promise of getting more
individuals, even those without official documentation, to voluntarily pay into the
system rather than remain invisible outside of it.

Undocumented immigrant workers already pay an estimated $7 billion into the
Social Security system. There can be no better incentive than a common-sense im-
migration policy to encourage more individuals to pay taxes in the hope of getting
a foothold in the climb towards naturalization. Granted, I agree that some of the
undocumented workers today are paid off the books. Some use false Social Security
numbers or false taxpayer I.D. numbers to pay into a system that they will not nec-
essarily get a benefit from in the future. It has yet to be determined how we com-
pensate the undocumented individuals in the United States who have already con-
tributed toward the Social Security system.

Additionally, immigration will be the primary source of new skilled workers for
the manufacturing sector—filling 10 million new jobs by the year 2010. An inad-
equate labor force would accelerate the transfer of American productive capacity and
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well-paid manufacturing jobs overseas. Regardless of what Lou Dobbs says, he does
not speak in facts, but peddles fear.

Look at my district, for instance. Look at my city. It is full of foreign corporations
who hire Americans and assimilating immigrants alike. All of these corporations
have been beneficial to our economy. As Alan Greenspan stated, “Failure to attract
enough labor through immigration will result in lower gross domestic production
growth by at least 3 percent in 10 years and at least 17 percent in 30 years. Immi-
grants were crucial to the job and labor force growth in the 1990s. Furthermore,
the “New Economy” of the last decade was overwhelmingly dependent on male im-
migrant workers.”

So in the end, Madam Chair, I applaud the work that you are doing in attempting
to develop a comprehensive immigration reform bill—one that takes into account
the integrity of our borders and the need to end illegal immigration as we know it
today. And doing so with a practical approach that will improve the economy of the
United States, the lives of the millions who are undocumented here today, who want
nothing more than a better way of life for themselves, their families, and for all
Americans.
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“SENATE AMENDMENT 1150 TO S. 1348, THE COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION REFORM
AcT OF 2007, AS AMENDED BY THE SENATE THROUGH MAY 24, 2007,” A CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE, PUBLISHED JUNE 4, 2007, SUBMITTED BY
THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN

COST ESTIMATE

‘ \ CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

June 4, 2007

Senate Amendment 1150 to S. 1348,
the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2007

As amended by the Senate through May 24, 2007

SUMMARY

Senate Amendment (S.A.) 1150 to S. 1348, the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of
2007, as amended by the Senate between May 22 and May 24, would revise laws governing
immigration, authorize initiatives to improve enforcement of those laws, and expand the
number of legal immigrants allowed into the United States. Implementing those changes
would increase both direct (or mandatory) spending and discretionary spending (spending
subject to annual appropriation action). S.A. 1150 also would affect federal revenues,
directly through enactment of the legislation's provisions and indirectly by increasing the size
of the labor force.

CBO and the Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT) estimate that the legislation would exert
a relatively small net effect on the federal budget balance over the next two decades, since
additional expenditures would be mostly offset by additional revenue. In addition, CBO
estimates that enacting this legislation would increase the population in the United States by
about 1.8 million residents by 2017. By 2027, the net change in the population would be
negligible.

Estimated Costs, 2008-2017
CBO and JCT estimate that enacting this legislation would:

« Increase federal direct spending by $10 billion over the 2008-2012 period and by
$23 billion over the 2008-2017 period. Most ofthose outlays would be for refundable
income tax credits and Medicaid.

« Increase federal revenues by $15 billion over the 2008-2012 period and by $48 billion

over the 2008-2017 period. That increase would stem largely from greater receipts
of Social Security payroll taxes, which are classified as off-budget.
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« Lead to an increase in discretionary spending (that is, spending subject to annual
appropriation action) of $20 billion over the 2008-2012 period and $43 billion over
the 2008-2017 period, assuming appropriation of the amounts authorized or otherwise
needed to implement the legislation.

The pay-as-you-go rule in the Senate is tied to changes in on-budget direct spending and
revenues. CBO and JCT estimate that the direct spending and revenue effects from the
legislation would increase the on-budget deficit by an estimated $14 billion over the 2008-
2012 period and by an estimated $30 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Many policy discussions focus not on the on-budget balance but rather on the unified budget,
which includes both on-budget and off-budget effects. CBO and JCT estimate that changes
in direct spending and revenues from the legislation (that is, excluding additional
discretionary spending associated with the legislation) would reduce unified deficits (or add
to surpluses) by about $5 billion over the first five years and by $26 billion over the 10-year
period. Additional discretionary spending, however, is key to the implementation of the
legislation. Including the estimated discretionary outlays, S.A. 1150 would increase deficits
or reduce surpluses by a total of about §15 billion over the next five years and by about
$18 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Budget Impact Beyond the First 10 Years

The net cost of the legislation would grow after 2017, as more of the affected immigrants
became eligible for benefits and the per capita cost of benefits rose, but the net impact on the
unified budget (including changes in both expenditures and revenues) would remain
relatively small in the context of the overall budget. In particular, CBO estimates that direct
spending outlays attributable to the legislation would rise from $4 billionin 2017 to between
$8 billion and $10 billion in 2027. Discretionary costs would grow to $5 billion or $6 billion
a year. On the other hand, the amount of additional revenues would grow as well; most such
revenues are from the off-budget Social Security payroll taxes. By 2027, CBO estimates,
implementing the legislation (including the necessary appropriations) would increase the
unified budget deficit (or reduce any surplus) by several billion dollars a year.

Pursuant to section 203 of S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2008, CBO and JCT estimate that changes in direct spending and revenues from
enacting S.A. 1150 (as amended to date) would cause an increase in the on-budget deficit
greater than §5 billion in at least one of the 10-year periods between 2018 and 2057.
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Intergovernmental and Private-Sector Mandates

S.A. 1150 (as amended to date) would impose several intergovernmental mandates as defined
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA). It would preempt certain state and local
authority, require state, local, and tribal governments to verify the work eligibility of their
employees, and impose new requirements on those governments if they seek to hire certain
foreign workers.

CBO estimates that the cost, if any, to comply with the preemptions would be small. The
cost to verify work eligibility of employees and to comply with new requirements for hiring
certain foreign workers would depend on regulations to be developed by the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) and the Department of Labor {DOL). Until those regulations are
promulgated, CBO cannot determine how much the mandates would cost or whether they
would exceed the annual threshold established in UMRA ($66 million in 2007, adjusted
annually for inflation).

S.A.1150 would impose several private-sector mandates, as defined in UMRA, on certain
employers and individuals. ! The amendment would require employers of workers holding
H-1B visas to pay a new supplemental fee. It also would require employers to verify the
employment eligibility of new hires and existing employees. In addition, S.A.1150 would
require employees and individuals seeking employment to provide additional documentation
in order to verify their eligibility to work in the United States. Based on the supplemental
fee that employers would have to pay for H1-B visas and the number of employees whose
eligibility employers would have to verify, CBO expects that the aggregate direct costs of
the mandates in the amendment would exceed the annual threshold for private-sector
mandates (§131 millionin 2007, adjusted annually for inflation) in each of the first five years
the mandates are in effect.

1. Soction 4 of UMRA cxcludes from application of that act any legislative provisions that enforee the constitutivnal rights of

individuals. CBO has determined that the exclusion applics Lo the provisions ol (his legislation that would change the
immigration procedures for certain unauthorized immigrant children because they address the due process rights of those
children,



92

TABLE OF CONTENTS

The remainder of this estimate is organized as follows:

Tables

1.

Summary of Estimated Budget Effects of S.A. 1150 As Amended

2. Projected Cumulative Number of Individuals Affected
By S.A. 1150 As Amended
3. Estimated Effects of S.A. 1150 As Amended On Direct Spending,
By Program
4. Estimated Effects on Revenues of S.A. 1150 As Amended
5. Estimated Discretionary Costs for S.A. 1150 As Amended
Section/Subsection

ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

BASIS OF ESTIMATE

Effects on the U.S. Population
Direct Spending

Noncitizens’ Eligibility for Federal Benetit Programs

Participation Rates and Average Benefits

Guest-Worker Program

Family-Sponsored, Merit-Based, and Diversity Visas: Current Law

Changes to Family-Sponsored Admissions

Merit-Based Admissions

Diversity Admissions

Legalization of Unauthorized Immigrants

Legalization of Unauthorized Agricultural Workers

Conditional Status for Unauthorized Students

H-1B Nonimmigrants and Others with Advanced Degrees

Effects of Enforcement and Verification on Net Flow of
Unauthorized Migrants

English-Language Requirement

Refundable Tax Credits

Page

10

31



93

TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued) Page
Revenues 28
Spending Subject to Appropriation 30
Law Enforcement Grants to State and Local Governments 32
Additional Federal Personnel 32
System for Verifying Employment Eligibility 33
Detention Facilities and other discretionary costs 35
ESTIMATED LONG-TERM EFFECTS ON DEFICITS 37

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS 38
ESTIMATED IMPACT ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR 39

PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE 43

ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The estimated budgetary impact of S.A. 1150, as amended through May 24, is summarized
in Table 1.

The costs of this legislation fall within budget functions 500 (education, training,
employment, and social services), 550 (health), 570 (Medicare), 600 (income security), 650
(Social Security), 750 (administration of justice), and 800 (general government). The
revenue effects are mostly attributable to off-budget Social Security payroll taxes.

BASIS OF ESTIMATE

For this estimate, CBO assumes that the legislation will be enacted near the end of fiscal year
2007 and that the necessary amounts will be appropriated for each fiscal year. Given the
nature and extent of the enforcement and verification requirements of the legislation, CBO
also assumes that the Secretary of Homeland Security would certify that those requirements
are met about three years after enactment—near the end of fiscal year 2010. That
certification would trigger the implementation of the guest worker program and the awarding
of visas to the currently unauthorized population.
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED BUDGET EFFECTS OF S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED

By Fiscal Year, in Billions ol Dollars

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

2008- 2008-
2017 2012 2017

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING

Estimated Outlays

On-budget -0.1 08 33 37 20 14 18 21

Oft-budget o x * *_* 01 02 02

Total 0.1 08 33 37 20 15 19 3
CIIANGES IN REVENUES

Estimated Revenues

On-budget 13 42 -12 -54 32 24 -17 -08
Oft-budget 04 16 47 61 69 1S 18 80
Total 08 S8 36 07 37 51 61 72

0.1
7.8
78

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJLCT TO APPROPRIATION

Estimated Authorization Level 6.5 32 36 41 52 53 41 42
Estimated Outlays 23 39 48 41 47 51 51 47

0.4
71
7.5

44
44

| B
[ERVY

o
B>
S lbe

449
434

Notes:  Componenls may not sum o lotals because ol rounding.
The changes in direct spending would affect budget authority by similar amounts.

* = less than $50 million.

Effects on the U.S. Population

S.A. 1150 contains provisions that would permit additional immigrants to enter the United
States; allow certain unauthorized immigrants (sometimes referred to as undocumented or
illegal aliens) now living in the United States to obtain legal immigration status, and make
it more difficult for people to work in the United States without legal status. CBO estimates
that enacting this legislation would increase the population in the United States by about
1.8 million residents by 2017 (see Table 2). By 2027, the net change in the population would

be negligible.
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TABLE 2. PROJECTED CUMULATIVE NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS AFFECTED BY S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED

(In Millions)

2008 2012 2017 2022 2027
TOTAL INDIVIDUALS AFFECTED
Total individuals affected
Guest-worker program 0.1 0.8 1.7 23 2.9
Family-sponsored admissions 0.1 1.2 22 13 0.5
Merit-based admissions 0.1 0.6 0.9 20 3.0
* -0.2 -0.4 -0.7 -0.9
H-IB visas * 04 0.8 1.1 14
Legalization of unauthorized
iminigrants 0.9 4.9 3.9 3.1 2.6
Legalization of agricultural workers 0.2 1.9 1.7 1.5 14
Enfarcement provisions * 0.5 -1.5 2.5 3.6
Total 13 9.1 9.2 8.2 73
INDIVIDUALS AFFECTED WHO WOULD BE U.S. RESIDENTS UNDER CURRENT LAW
Individuals who are or will be in the
United States under current law and
would change their immigration status
Guest-worker program * * 03 0.5 0.7 0.9
Tamily-sponsored admissions " * 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.1
Merit-based admissions ® a1 0.5 0.7 1.6 24
Diversity visas * * *
I1-1B visas 0 0 0 0 0
Legalization of unauthorized
immigrants © 4.9 3.9 31 2.6
Legalization of agricultural workers © 02 Lo 17 15 14
Subtotal 1.1 79 74 72 7.3
NET CIIANGE IN U.S. POPULATION
Net change in the number ol individuals
in the United States under S.A. [150 as
amended
Guest-worker program 0.1 0.5 1.1 1.6 2.0
Family-sponsored admissions 0.1 0.8 1.6 1.0 04
Merit-based admissions * 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.6
Diversity visas * -0.2 -0.4 -0.7 -0.9
H-IB visas * 0.4 0.8 1.1 1.4
Legalization of unauthorized
immigrants 0 0 0 0 0
Legalization of agricullural workers 0 0 0 0 0
Eaoforcement provisions * 0.5 =15 2.5 3.6
Subtotal 0.1 1.2 1.8 1.0 *
(Contmued)
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TABLE2. CONTINUED

NOTES: The ligures in this table arc fiscal year averages and include dependents.
The figures for individuals newly entering the United States include children born to new entrants after their arrival.
Componenls may nol sum (o tolals because of rounding.

* =an increase or decrease of fewer than 30,000.

a.  CBOanticipates that most of these individuals would enter the United States illegally under current law. Underthe legislation, they would enter
instead as guest workers or their dependents.

b, Under curront law, these individuals are in the Uniled Stales already or would enter the country in (he future using some (ype ol nonimnigrant
visa. The amendment would allow them to become legal permanent residents sooner than they otherwise would.

¢.  Information [rom the Pew Ilispanic Cenler indicates that as many as 12 million unauthorized immigrants were in the Uniled Siates in March
2006. CBO anticipates that one million of them would not be affected by the legislation because they will eventually become legal permanent
residents under current law. We also anlicipate that about 2.0 million ol the unauthorized i mmi {workers and dependenls) would allain
legal status under the legislation through the program for agricultural workers. Ofthe i horized i CBO estimates that
about 60 pereent would gain legal status under the legislation. The number of individuals with legal status would decline in later years duc to
death, emigration, and the loss of legal status for individuals who do not complete the process of becoming legal permanent residents

The largest factor contributing to the population increase in the first 10 years would be
changes in family-sponsored admissions, which would add an estimated 1.6 million legal
immigrants (or children of those immigrants) to the population by 2017. That increase would
occur because the amendment would raise the cap on family-sponsored visas from 226,000
(not including parents of citizens) to 567,000 for several years. Because those limits would
drop to 127,000 in 2017, the population increase relative to current law would start to decline
after that.

CBO estimates that another 1.1 million people would be added by 2017 as a result of the
guest-worker program—about half of them authorized workers and dependents, the
remainder the result of unauthorized overstays. That figure would grow to 2.0 million by
2027.

In contrast, the enforcement and verification requirements of the legislation would act to
reduce the size of the U.S. population. CBO estimates that implementing those requirements
would reduce the net annual flow of illegal immigrants by one-quarter, reducing the
projected population by 1.5 million people in 2017 and by 3.6 million people in 2027
(including the effects on citizen children). Other aspects of the legislation are likely to
increase the number of illegal immigrants—in particular, through people overstaying their
visas from the guest-worker and H-1B programs. CBO expects that the enforcement
measures and the higher number of overstayers would, on net, diminish the number of
unauthorized immigrants by about 500,000 in 2017 and about 1.3 million in 2027.
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Direct Spending

CBO anticipates that changes in the number and status of immigrants resulting from
S.A. 1150, as amended, would increase mandatory spending for a variety of federal benefit
programs. Over the next 10 years, the additional spending would be primarily for refundable
tax credits and Medicaid, but outlays for other programs, such as Social Security, Medicare,
and Food Stamps, also would rise. Several other federal programs, such as Supplemental
Security Income (SSI), unemployment insurance, and student loans, would experience
spending increases of lesser magnitude. Those increases would be partially offset by
collections from various fees that are recorded as offsets to outlays. The impact on other
mandatory programs during that period would be much smaller because those programs have
fixed funding, place more restrictions on the eligibility of noncitizens, or would not
experience a significant increase in spending until after 2017.

Overall, CBO and JCT estimate that enacting the legislation would reduce direct spending
by $0.1 billion in 2008, but increase that spending by $22.7 billion over the 2008-2017
period. The amendment’s estimated effects on direct spending are shown in Table 3.

Noncitizens' Eligibility for Federal Benefit Programs. Since the enactment of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), the
eligibility of noncitizens for public benefit programs such as Food Stamps and Medicaid has
been limited to a subset of “qualified aliens.” Qualified aliens primarily include legal
permanent residents (LPRs, who have been issued so-called “green cards”), refugees, and
individuals who have been granted asylum. Most other categories of legal aliens—as well
as all illegal immigrants—are not considered qualified aliens.

Medicaid. Medicaid coverage for noncitizens who are not qualified aliens—including
unauthorized immigrants—is limited to emergency services only. Medicaid coverage is also
limited to emergency services for the first five years after an individual becomes a qualified
alien. After that, states have the option of providing full Medicaid benefits, and most do so.
(According to the National Immigration Law Center, 44 states currently provide full
Medicaid coverage to qualified aliens. The states that do not provide full coverage account
for 15 to 20 percent of the nation’s immigrant population.) In all of these situations,
noncitizens must also meet Medicaid’s other eligibility requirements (including income and
asset tests) to quality for coverage.
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TABLE 3. ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED ON DIRECT SPENDING,

BY PROGRAM

OQutlays by Tiscal Year, in Billions of Dollars

2008- 2008-
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2012 2017

Relundable Tax Credils * 0 01 20 33 14 15 14 14 14 12 68 137
Medicaid * * 00 01 01 02 03 04 08 11 03 3.1
Food Stamps * * * 00 01 01 02 05 08 01 1.8
Social Security (off-budget) * * * * * 01 02 02 03 04 * 1.2
Medicarc 0 0 * * * 01 01 02 03 04 01 10
Net Spending of Visa Foes 0.1 07 12 03 03 -04 -03 -02 -04 02 23 12
Other® 2 * _* 0l 01 01 01 02 02 07
Total Changes 0.1 08 33 37 20 15 19 23 30 42 98 227

On-budget 0.1 08 33 37 20 14 18 21 27 39 97 215

Off-budget * * * * * 01 02 02 03 04 01 12
Notes:  * — costs of less than S50 million.

Components may not sum to totals because of rounding.

a.  Relundable tax credils include the outlay portion of the earned income and child 1ax credits.
b. Includes student loans, SSI, child nutrition, and unemployment insurance.

In general, the provisions of S.A. 1150 would increase Medicaid spending in three ways:

.

Emergency services. The additional immigrants who would enter the United States
under the legislation and meet the income and asset tests would become eligible, at
a minimum, for emergency services.

Nownemergency services for those already in the United States. Some individuals who
are already in the United States—and thus eligible for emergency services—would
become LPRs. After five years as LPRs, most of those individuals would become
newly eligible for nonemergency services. Thus, for such people who meet the
income and other criteria for Medicaid coverage, the increase in the progran's costs
would be the difference between the costs of full Medicaid benefits and those for
€Imergency services.

Full benefits for new entrants. Many of the additional immigrants who would enter
the United States under the legislation and complete at least five years as LPRs would
be potentially eligible for full Medicaid benefits. The additional children that would
be born in the United States as a result of higher immigration would be U.S. citizens
and also would be potentially eligible for full benefits.
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Food Stamps. For the Food Stamp program, the eligibility of noncitizens is more
straightforward. Qualified aliens who are children under the age of 1§ are eligible for
benefits immediately; most adults are eligible after being qualified aliens for five years.
(Certain other groups, such as refugees and asylees, are eligible for benefits without a waiting
period.) In addition, noncitizens must also meet the progran's income and asset
requirements. Noncitizens who are not qualified aliens cannot receive any Food Stamp
benefits.

In general, enacting S.A. 1150 would increase Food Stamp spending in several ways:

«  Higher immigration limits. The additional immigrants who receive family- or merit-
based LPRs would become eligible for benefits after five years.

*  LPRs under age 18. Additional immigrant children under 18 who become LPRs
would be eligible without any waiting period.

*  Children born as citizens. Children born in the United States to the new immigrants
would be eligible just as other citizen-children are.

«  Other adults. Current unauthorized and other new immigrants eventually could
become eligible for Food Stamp benefits after 2017, but they would experience a
much longer period of ineligibility than the LPRs admitted through the higher family-
sponsored and merit-based visa limits.

Social Security and Medicare. Title II of the Social Security Act establishes a program of
Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability lnsurance (OASDI) for people who have worked in the
United States and who meet the program’s age or disability criteria, and for their eligible
dependents and survivors. Workers must meet a “quarters of coverage” criterion that
essentially requires them to have worked in U.S. jobs for one-fourth (40 quarters) of their
adult life. For younger people with severe impairments, fewer quarters are required. In
2007, a worker gets credit for four quarters of coverage, the maximum number, by earning
at least $4,000. That threshold is indexed to the average wage.

The Social Security program does not impose a citizenship requirement. The Social Security
Act, however, bars the payment of benefits to people who are not “lawfully present” in the
United States. Thus, under current law, unauthorized workers often pay Social Security taxes
but cannot qualify for retirement, disability, or survivor benefits. Ifthey obtain legal status,
they can receive such benefits.

The rules for calculating benefits do not make exceptions for immigrants who enter the
United States in mid-career. Foreign-born residents are slightly less likely than their native-

11
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born counterparts of similar age to receive Social Security benefits because it is slightly
harder for immigrants to gain insured status under the program. Likewise, those benefits are
computed based on earnings averaged over the worker’s adult lifetime. For an immigrant,
that typically means a streak of zero earnings in early adulthood (before arriving in the
United States), which tends to diminish the size of the resulting Social Security benefit.

In general, S.A. 1150 would increase the number of future Social Security beneficiaries by
admitting more workers into the United States and legalizing the status of many unauthorized
workers who are already here. Various sources—data from the Census Bureau's Current
Population Survey (CPS), work by the Pew Hispanic Center, and studies of people who
obtained legal status under the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of
1986—indicate that those workers tend to be younger and healthier than the rest of the U.S.
workforce. As a result, CBO expects that relatively few of the people directly affected by
the legislation would qualify for Social Security retirement, disability, or survivor benefits
in the 2008-2017 period, although those numbers would grow substantially in subsequent
years.

Medicare eligibility is closely tied to Social Security. A disabled worker may qualify for
Medicare benefits after two years on the Social Security rolls; a retired worker, spouse, or
widow(er) who collects Social Security may enroll in Medicare at age 65. Thus, by boosting
the number of people getting Social Security benefits, S.A. 1150 would also increase the
number of Medicare enrollees with a lag.

Supplemental Security Income. Title XVI of the Social Security Act establishes a program
of Supplemental Security Income benefits for the elderly and disabled poor. In 2007, SSI
pays a basic monthly benefit of $623 to eligible people with no other income and few assets.
That benefit is reduced if the beneficiary has other income. SSI benefits are reserved for the
elderly (people age 65 or older) and the severely disabled, using the same medical criteria
as in Title II’s Disability Insurance (DI) program.

PRWORA curtailed immigrants’ eligibility for SSI benefits. Except for refugees, immigrants
entering the United States after 1996 must naturalize or obtain 40 quarters (10 years) of work
credit and spend five years as legal permanent residents to become eligible for SSI. Thus,
for immigrants, obtaining SSI is more difficult than qualifying for Social Security Disability
Insurance (DI shortens the 40-quarters requirement when disability occurs before age 62,
while SSI does not, and DI also imposes no LPR requirement). Unauthorized immigrants
cannot get SSI under any circumstances.

The provisions of S.A. 1150 that would permit additional immigrants to enter the United
States would produce few new SSI enrollees by 2017; hardly any could obtain 40 quarters
of work credit by then. Most of the legislation’s effect on the SSI program in the 2008-2017

12
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period would result from U.S.-born children of immigrants, who would be citizens and would
qualify if severely disabled. Those U.S.-born children of immigrants would receive benefits
comparable to other child beneficiaries.

Student Loans. For a noncitizen to be eligible for federal student aid, including federal
student loans, to attend an institution of higher learning, he or she must be a permanent
resident, a conditional permanent resident, a refugee, an asylum grantee, a parolee, or a
Cuban-Haitian entrant. S.A. 1150 would increase the number of LPRs and conditional
permanent residents who could potentially attend postsecondary institutions of education and
be eligible for student loans.

Participation Rates and Average Benefits. Many federal benefit programs would be
affected by multiple provisions in the legislation. In general, CBO assumes the new
participants within each federal program would be similar to the foreign-born individuals
who currently participate in those programs.

Medicaid. CBO estimates that individuals who would become newly eligible for either
emergency services or full benefits account for almost all of the additional Medicaid
spending under the legislation. Individuals canusually receive Medicaid only if they fall into
one of several broad eligibility categories, which include minor children and their parents,
pregnant women, the disabled, and the aged. Usingeligibility information from the Medicaid
Statistical Information System (MSIS) on noncitizens who receive emergency services, CBO
anticipates that the vast majority of noncitizens that would participate in Medicaid under the
legislation would be children, pregnant women, or parents of minor children.

According to the MSIS, Medicaid provided emergency services to more than 1.3 million
noncitizens in 2003. CBO grouped those recipients by age and sex and compared them to
estimates of the number of unauthorized immigrants in the United States. Based on that
analysis, we estimate that, under S.A. 1150, about 15 percent of children and adult women
and 5 percent of adult men who would become eligible for emergency services would qualify
for and participate in Medicaid.

Based on information from the Current Population Survey on the health insurance coverage
of'noncitizens now living in the United States, CBO anticipates that participation rates would
be higher for individuals who became eligible for full Medicaid benefits. We expect that
about 33 percent of children, 25 percent of adult women, and 5 percent of adult men who
became eligible for full benefits would qualify for and participate in Medicaid. (We use a
higher participation rate of 50 percent for the additional children less than a year old that
would be born in this country under the legislation.)
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Based on data from the MSIS, CBO estimates that the federal share of Medicaid spending
for emergency services in 2008 would average about $500 for a child, $1,000 for an adult
male, and $2,200 for an adult female. (The figure for adult females is relatively high due to
the cost of labor and delivery services.) From previous research on costs for pregnant
women and our baseline projections of spending for children and non-disabled adults, CBO
estimates the federal share of full Medicaid benefits in 2008 would average about $1,400 for
a child, $1,900 for an adult male, and $3,800 for an adult female. All of those figures are
calculated on a full-year equivalent basis and would increase by 6 to 7 percent annually in
later years. The figures have also been adjusted to account for the fact that immigrants are
more likely to live in states with federal match rates that are lower than the national average
of 57 percent.

Food Stamps. To estimate the share of qualified aliens who would be eligible for food
stamps, CBO analyzed data from the CPS on the participation of noncitizens in the Food
Stamp program. The base was adjusted to exclude those LPRs who have not been qualified
aliens for at least five years, using information from an analysis by the Department of
Homeland Security's Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) about the characteristics of the
current LPR population. CBO estimates that 15 percent of noncitizens who have been
qualified aliens for at least five years, as well as their citizen-children, would participate in
the Food Stamp program. CBO estimates that the average annual benefit per person who
would newly participate in the programunder this legislation would be about $1,200 in 2008,
rising to $1,450 in 2017.

Social Security and Medicare. CBO expects that immigrants admitted or legalized under the
provisions of S.A. 1150 would exhibit a greater likelihood of collecting Social Security the
longer they are in the country. With each passing year, they would grow older and thus face
greater likelihood of disability or retirement; they would also be more likely to have earned
the quarters of coverage that are required for benefits. CBO projects, for example, that
almost no immigrants would qualify for OASDI after a year in the United States, 1 percent
would quality by their 10th year, and 4 percent by their 20th year.

In general, CBO estimates that a new immigrant who receives Social Security as the result
of S.A. 1150 would get a benefit of roughly $500 a month, in 2008 dollars—much lower than
for a native-born citizen or long-established immigrant. OASDI benefits for spouses and
children would typically boost that figure by one-third.

Because of the close links between the two programs, the number of added Medicare
enrollees under the amendment would essentially equal the number of additional Social
Security beneficiaries with a two-to-three-year lag. (That lag reflects the waiting period
between disability or early-retirement benefits and Medicare eligibility.) CBO projects that
annual Medicare spending per enrollee, net of premiums, would average about $8,300 in

14



103

2008 dollars for Parts A and B of Medicare and $1,400 for those who participate in Part D
(the prescription drug benefit).

Supplemental Security Income. The rules of SSI—specifically, the requirement that an alien
applicant must have earned 40 quarters of coverage and have spent five years as a legal
permanent resident—preclude any significant increase in adult beneficiaries over the 2008-
2017 period. CBO expects that a tiny fraction of the citizen-children born to immigrants
admitted under S.A. 1150 would qualify for SSI as the result of birth defects or other severe
disabilities.

The few additional children who would qualify for SST as a result of the amendment would
get roughly $600 a month, much like other disabled children on the SSI rolls. The few adult
SSlrecipients would get an average benefit of about $240 a month (in 2008 dollars), a figure
that reflects the nearly dollar-for-dollar offset against OASDI benefits.

Studlent Loans. CBO estimated participation in the higher education aid programs based on
the assumed age and skill (and implicitly education) distribution for new immigrants. New
immigrants and their children are assumed to be somewhat less likely than the current U.S.
population to enroll in postsecondary education and to use federal loans to help fund their
education, but those who do enroll are somewhat more likely to enroll in two-year programs
than the overall population.

Unemployment Compensation. A number of factors determine whether an individual is
eligible for unemployment compensation (UC). For example, workers must be unemployed
through no fault of their own and have sufficient work history (according to their state’s law)
in employment covered by the Federal Unemployment Tax Act in order to qualify for
minimum benefits. In addition, an individual who files for benefits must be actively seeking
work. Asa result, only a fraction of unemployed individuals collect UC. The ratio of insured
unemployment—those unemployed individuals who collect benefits—to total unemployment
has averaged between 40 and 46 percent.

Illegal immigrants currently make up about 5 percent of the labor force. Because of their
status, and because they may be working in non-covered employment, those individuals are
unlikely to claim UC should they lose their jobs. Certain provisions of the legislation would
allow those individuals to gain legal status, which potentially could lead to LPR status. CBO
estimates that, over the 2008-2017 period, nearly 2.5 million workers would obtain such
status. Once a person’s status is no longer dependent on remaining employed, that individual
may be more likely to claim UC should he or she become unemployed in the future. CBO
estimates that such individuals would be less likely than the general population to file for
UC, and that they would qualify for lower benefits overall. Overthe 2008-2017 period, CBO
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estimates that UC claims would increase by a total of about 100,000, and that those
individuals would receive benefits averaging just over $260 a week.

Guest-Worker Program. Title IV would create a new type of visa—the Y or "guest-
worker" visa—that would allow individuals to enter the United States on a temporary basis
to work. The program has two components, one for year-round work and one for seasonal
work. CBO estimates that the provisions regarding guest workers would increase direct
spending on benefit programs by $0.9 billion over the 2008-2017 period; those costs,
however, would be offset by visa fees (net of spending) over the same period.

Y-1Visas for Guest Workers. To receive a Y-1 visa, an individual would be required to have
a job offer before entering the country and to pay a $500 fee. No more than 200,000 such
visas could be issued each year. The Y-1 visa would be effective for an initial period of two
years, and then guest workers would be required to return to leave the country fora year. Y-1
visas could be renewed twice for a total of six years of work authorization. (Visa holders
would have to leave the United States again for a year after the first extension and would
have to leave the country after the second extension). Unlike other temporary nonimmigrant
visas, such as H-1Bs, extensions would count against the annual limit.

A guest worker would be able to bring his or her spouse and children into the United States
undera Y-3 nonimmigrant visa if he or she has health insurance coverage for them and meets
certain income requirements. Y-3 visas would be limited to two years and could not be
renewed. Workers who bring dependents would only be eligible for one extension.

The new visa program would take effect when the Secretary of DHS certifies that certain
conditions have been met. Only people who are outside the United States could apply for
those visas. CBO assumes that DHS’s certification would occur near the end of fiscal year
2010.

CBO anticipates that participation in the Y-1 visa program would be substantial—by
employers seeking workers who can enter the country legally, and by workers overseas
seeking higher-paying work in the United States. Giventhe expected interest in the program,
CBO expects that all the 200,000 visas for guest workers would be used. We also anticipate
that many guest workers would have entered the United States under current law, either
legally or illegally, so that the net change in immigration from this program is much smaller
than the number of Y-1 visas awarded. CBO also estimates that a substantial portion of guest
workers would extend their visas for additional termis. Finally, we anticipate that many of
those would remain in the United States illegally after their visas expire.
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Y-2B Visas for Seasonal Guest Workers. S.A. 1150 as amended would replace and expand
the existing H-2B program for temporary workers in seasonal employment. To receive a
Y-2B visa, an individual would be required to have a job offer before entering the country
and to pay a $500 fee. The initial number of Y-2B visas would be no more than 100,000.
The number of available visas each year could increase, up to 200,000, based on the nuniber
of Y-2B visas issued in the previous year.

The Y-2B visa would be effective for 10 months, after which the guest worker would be
required to return home for at least two months. Those visas could be renewed an unlimited
number of times. Unlike the Y-1 visa program, those extensions would not count against the
annual limit. Guest workers also would be able to bring their spouses and children into the
United States with them. Implementing this program would not depend on the Secretary of
DHS’s certification, but would begin shortly after enactment of the legislation.

CBO anticipates that participation in the Y-2B visa program1 would be substantial. Giventhe
expected interest in the program, CBO expects that the number of available visas would grow
to 200,000 by the end of the 2008-2017 period and all of the available visas would be used.
We also anticipate that many seasonal guest workers would have entered the United States
under current law, either legally or illegally, so again the net impact on immigration is much
smaller than the number of new Y-2B visas awarded. CBO anticipates that many seasonal
guest workers would extend their visas for additional terms. We also expect that many of
those would ultimately remain in the United States illegally after their visas expire.

Additional Medicaid Costs. The guest-worker program would lead to higher Medicaid
spending on emergency services for new entrants, as well as regular benefits for the
additional children that would be born in the United States to those new entrants. However,
the costs would be limited because the program requires that these workers have health
insurance coverage for any dependents they bring into the country. Over the 2008-2017
period, CBO estimates the guest worker program would increase Medicaid spending by about
$650 million.

Additional Food Stamp Costs. Because they would hold temporary visas, guest workers and
most of their dependents would not be considered qualified aliens for the Food Stamp
programand would not be eligible for benefits. However, any children of guest workers born
in the United States would be citizens and immediately eligible for benefits, provided that
they meet the income and asset requirements of the program. CBO estimates that the guest-
worker provision would increase Food Stamp spending by about $160 million over the 2008-
2017 period.

Visa Fees. Applicants for Y visas, as well as their spouses and children and the companies
that employ them, would pay fees ranging from $250 to $1,250. Based on the number of
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applications expected each year, CBO estimates that enacting this provision would increase
offsetting receipts by about $4.8 billion over the 2008-2017 period. That income would be
available for spending by DHS to cover processing costs and by the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) for grants to states to provide services to noncitizens. We
estimate that spending of those fees over the 2008-2017 period would total $3.9 billion.

Family-Sponsored, Merit-Based, and Diversity Visas: Current Law. Title V would allow
more immigrants into the United States by temporarily raising the cap on the number of legal
permanent residents admitted annually in the family-sponsored category. The legislation also
would change the employment-based program to a merit-based one (in which a point system
is used to determine who receives visas). It would raise the employer-based cap for five
years, set it at the current level for several years after that, and finally raise the cap
significantly after certain conditions are met.

Currentimmigration law establishes several categories of foreign nationals who may become
legal permanent residents. The largest group of new immigrants to the United States each
year who are eligible to become LPRs (that is, to receive green cards) are the immediate
relatives—spouse, parent, or unmarried child under the age of 21—of U.S. citizens. There
is no numerical limit on the number of aliens who can enter under this category each year.
According to the Office of Immigration Statistics, green cards were granted to over 580,000
immediate relatives of citizens in 2006.

Other aliens may enter the United States under the family-sponsored, employment-based, or
diversity visa categories.” Each of these categories has a cap on the number of green cards
that can be issued annually, as well as per-country limits. There are separate provisions in
immigration law for refugees, asylees, and certain other groups to enter the United States
legally. In general, legal permanent residents may apply for citizenship after they have lived
in the country for five years and meet certain other requirements.

Once foreign nationals become eligible for a green card, they may complete the process in
two ways. Some may file their application from their home country and complete the
interview processat a U.S. consulate abroad. Noncitizens who are already physically present
in the United States may apply for an adjustment of status, provided they meet certain
requirements and complete the application process within the United States.

In addition to immediate relatives of U.S. citizens, foreign nationals with close family ties
to U.S. citizens or legal permanent residents may be eligible for LPR status as family-

2. ‘The lImmigration Act 01990 established anew diversity -based admissions program Lo permitmore immigration from countrics
with historically low levels of immigration to the United States. Since 1999, the annual limit on these visas has been 50,000;
5,000 have boen set aside cach year for certain Central American immigrants.

18



107

sponsored immigrants. The formula in current law for calculating the annual cap on these
visas specifies a maximum of 480,000 and a minimum of 226,000. The cap has been set at
the minimum for nine of the last ten years. About 222,000 foreign nationals became LPRs
as family-sponsored immigrants in 2006. Four categories of people are eligible for these
visas: unmarried children of U.S. citizens over the age of 21 and their dependents; spouses,
children under the age of 21, or unmarried children over the age of 21 of legal permanent
residents; married children of U.S. citizens and their spouses and children; and siblings of
citizens and their spouses and dependents. Current law allocates the annual number of
family-sponsored visas available in each of these categories. According to data from the
OIS, about 70 percent of family-sponsored immigrants file their applications from their home
country.

Approximately 159,000 workers and their dependents received green cards as employment-
based immigrants in 2006. These individuals include highly skilled workers, investors, and
certain religious workers. They also include a limited number of unskilled workers needed
to fill positions for which domestic workers are not available. In most cases, a U.S. employer
must file a petition on behalf of the prospective immigrant. The law limits the number of
employment-based visas to 140,000 a year plus any unused family-sponsored visas fromthe
prior year. In 2006, the cap was setat 143,771. Legislation also made some additional slots
available last year by recapturing unused visas from prior years. According to OIS, about
80 percent of people who get an employment-based visa are already in the United States on
some other type of visa.

Changes to Family-Sponsored Admissions. Section 501(a) would increase the cap on
family-sponsored visas to 567,000 annually plus any unused merit-based visas from the
current year. This higher limit would remain in place until the Z-visa holders (those who
would be eligible for the legalization program) would become eligible for LPR status. Z-visa
holders could begin receiving LPR status only after the backlog of family-sponsored visa
applications filed before May 1, 2005, had been processed. After this backlog had been
processed, the family-sponsored limit would drop to 127,000 annually. CBO expects that
will occur in 2017.

Section 503 would modify the immediate family and the family-based categories. Parents
of citizens would no longer be considered immediate family members. They would become
the new first preference under the family-sponsored category, replacing unmarried sons and
daughters of citizens. A maximum of 40,000 parents of citizens could receive LPR status
each year. The second preference would no longer include unmarried sons and daughters of
LPRs. The third preference would be changed from married children of citizens to
individuals included in the pre-May 1, 2005, backlog; the fourth preference would be
eliminated.
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CBO projects that an additional 260,000 family-sponsored visas would be awarded each year
from 2008 to 2016, but that in 2017, 154,000 fewer visas would be awarded than under
current law. By 2017, we estimate that there would be an additional two million LPRs due
to this provision.

Medicaid. The increase in family-sponsored immigrants under the legislation would increase
Medicaid spending in three ways. Those individuals who are already in the United States
and simply adjust their status would become eligible for nonemergency services in most
states five years after they become LPRs. The additional immigrants who would newly enter
the country would be eligible for emergency services and most would become eligible for
full benefits five years later. Finally, the additional children that would be born in the United
States as a result of the increase in immigration would be immediately eligible for full
benefits as citizens. CBO estimates that the changes in family-sponsored immigration would
increase federal Medicaid spending by a total of $4.3 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Food Stamps. Over the 2008-2012 period, only LPRs under the age of 18 and the citizen-
children born to new immigrants would be eligible for the Food Stamp program. During the
following five years, more new immigrant adults would become qualified aliens and eligible
to participate in the Food Stamp program. By 2017, we estimate that the increase in family-
sponsored holders of green cards would account for most, or 210,000 people, of the increase
inFood Stamp participation under S.A. 1150. CBO estimates that spending on those benefits
would increase by about $1.1 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that the increase in family-sponsored
immigration would boost outlays for Social Security benefits by $80 million over the 2008-
2017 period, and add 3,600 retired and disabled workers to the rolls in 2017. Medicare
would spend an extra $60 million over the 2008-2017 period and would enroll an added
1,800 people by 2017. SSI benefit payments would increase by about $60 million over the
10-year period, with 2,500 additional beneficiaries—both adults and children—in 2017.

Visa Fees. Applicants for family-sponsored visas would pay DHS fees totaling about $350.
Based on the number of applications expected for these visas, CBO estimates this provision
would increase offsetting receipts by about $780 million over the 2008-2017 period. In
addition, the State Department imposes a $45 surcharge for immigrant visas. DHS and the
State Department would spend these collections, mostly in the same year they are collected,
to cover the costs of processing the applications, so the net budgetary effect of such
surcharges would be small (less than $10 million over 10 years).
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Merit-Based Admissions. For the next five years, section 501(b) would set the number of
green cards available to merit-based immigrants at approximately 250,000, the level available
to employment-based immigrants in fiscal year 2005. From year six until Z-visa holders
become eligible for LPR status, it would set the cap at 140,000 annually. The level would
rise to 380,000 for each year thereafter. Added to the cap would be any unused family-
sponsored visas from the current year. Dependents would continue to count against the cap.

The new merit-based program would use a point system to determine which applicants
receive visas. Applicants would be rated based on various criteria, including employment
history, education, ability to speak English, knowledge of civics, and extended family
considerations. Visas would be awarded to those applicants with the highest scores until the
available visas were exhausted. The new program would, however, maintain the existing
fourth and fifth preference categories. Atleast S percent of merit-based visas would still be
awarded under those categories.

Under the new formula, CBO estimates that the new cap would be approximately 260,000
in fiscal year 2008. Relative to current law, CBO estimates that, on average, an additional
56,000 workers annually would receive visas over the 2008-2012 period. CBO expects that
the number of visas issued annually would drop from 2013 through 2016 because the cap
would be lowered to 140,000. CBO projects the cap would rise to 380,000 in 2017. Over
the 2013-2017 period, CBO estimates that, on average, an additional 30,000 workers per year
would receive a green card.

Currently, about half of all employment-based visas are issued to spouses and dependents of
workers. In addition to the visas for workers, CBO estimates that, on average, an additional
65,000 spouses and dependents would receive visas per year over the 2008-2017 period.
(The number would be lower in years six through nine, as would the number of workers.)

Medicaid. The higher limits on merit-based immigration would affect Medicaid spending
on emergency services, nonemergency services, and full benefits in the same ways as the
increase in family-sponsored immigration. However, the increase in the number of merit-
based immigrants would have a smaller impact on Medicaid spending because all of those
immigrants would be employed (which makes them less likely to qualify for Medicaid) and
a larger share of them are already in the United States (and thus already eligible for
emergency services). CBO estimates that the increase in the number of employment-based
immigrants would raise federal Medicaid spending by a total of about $80 million over the
2008-2017 period.

Food Stamps. As with the family-sponsored immigrants, only citizen-children and LPRs
under the age of 18 would be eligible for food stamps in the 2008-2012 period. After five
years, adult LPRs would meet the requirement for a five-year waiting period and become
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eligible for the program, provided that they meet the program's income and asset tests.
Because many of the immigrants in this category would be employed as highly skilled
professionals, we expect that only a small number would be potential food stamp recipients.
The additional merit-based immigrants would increase Food Stamp participation by about
7,000 people. CBO estimates that Food Stamp spending for these recipients would be
$35 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that admitting more merit-based
immigrants would boost outlays for Social Security benefits by $40 million over the 2008-
2017 period, and add 1,700 retired and disabled workers to the rolls by 2017. Medicare
would spend an extra $30 million over the 2008-2017 period and would enroll an additional
900 people by 2017. SSI would pay less than $10 million in additional benefits over the
10-year period, with 500 added beneficiaries—both adults and children—by 2017.

Student Loans. The increase in the number of permanent residents and conditional
permanent residents would enable more people to be eligible for federal student aid. Asa
result, the number of people attending institutions of higher learning would increase by a few
thousand in 2008 and by over 220,000 by 2017. Some of those students would apply for and
receive federal student loans. CBO projects that annual loan volume would increase by about
$85 million by 2017, and anticipates that most of the additional volume would be attributable
to the new admissions under the higher family- and merit-based visa limits. The estimated
federal subsidy cost would be about $80 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Visa Fees. Applicants for merit-based visas would pay fees totaling about $500. Based on
the number of applicants expected for these visas, CBO estimates that this provision would
increase offsetting receipts by about $500 million over the 2008-2017 period. In addition,
the State Department levies a $§45 surcharge for immigrant visas. DHS and the State
Department would spend these collections, mostly in the same year they are received, to
cover the costs of processing the applications, so the net budgetary effect of these fees over
the 2008-2017 period would be small—a net reduction in outlays of about $15 million.

Diversity Admissions. Section 505 would eliminate the diversity visa program. CBO
projects that eliminating this program would reduce the number of visa holders by
approximately 46,000 per year. By 2017, CBO projects that there would be almost 400,000
tewer diversity visa immigrants than under current law. Those reductions would diminish
spending for Medicaid (by $940 million), food stamps (by $190 million), and other programs
(by $40 million), CBO estimates.

22



111

Legalization of Unauthorized Immigrants. The legislation would allow persons currently
in the United States without legal authorization to apply for a new type of visa (a Z visa) that
would allow them to stay in the country legally. (Those individuals who have worked in
agriculture for a certain number of years would be provided a separate path to legalization,
which is discussed in the following section.)

Unauthorized immigrants could apply for Z visas during a one-year period beginning six
months after the enactment of the legislation and would receive temporary authorization to
work. Workers would have to have been in the United States continuously since January 1,
2007, and pay a $1,000 penalty and a $500 state impact fee, plus the cost of processing the
application. Spouses and children under the age of 18 who meet certain requirements and
pay the required fees could also be issued Z visas. (People who apply and receive temporary
authorization could not be deported during this time). The actual issuance of the Z visas
could not begin until after the enforcement triggers are nmet.

Z visas would expire after four years, but could be renewed with the payment of additional
fees. Holders of Z visas could apply to become LPRs after having a Z visa for eight years.
Any individuals who become LPRs under this provision would not count against any
numerical limits on visas, but the amendment would give preference for agricultural workers
to receive their LPR status before other formerly unauthorized migrants.

Number and Characteristics of Unauthorized Immigrants. Based on research from the Pew
Hispanic Center, CBO assumed that about 12 million unauthorized immigrants were in the
United States in 2006. We estimate that about one million of those individuals would not be
affected by the legislation because they will become LPRs under current law before 2017,
which CBO expects is the earliest that unauthorized immigrants could become LPRs under
the legislation. CBO also excluded two million unauthorized immigrants from this portion
of the analysis to account for individuals that we anticipate would seek LPR status through
the agricultural worker program discussed below. (Some individuals would be eligible for
both programs, but the agricultural worker program would offer a faster and less-expensive
path to permanent residency.)

Medicaid. The amendment would not affect Medicaid spending for unauthorized immigrants
over the 2008-2017 period because those individuals would not become LPRs until after
2017 and would then have to wait another five years before becoming eligible for
nonemergency services.

Food Stamps. Because these individuals would not become LPRs until after 2017, none of
them would be made newly eligible for Food Stamp benefits during the 2008-2017 period.
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Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that legalizing the status of unauthorized
immigrants would boost outlays for Social Security benefits by $860 million over the 2008-
2017 period and add 27,000 disabled and retired workers to the rolls by 2017. Medicare
would spend an extra $720 million over the 2008-2017 period and enroll an added 18,000
people by 2017. SSI outlays would increase by less than $10 million over the 10-year period,
with 8,000 additional beneficiaries in 2017.

Section 607 would prevent individuals receiving a Social Security number after 2007 from
receiving credit for Social Security taxes paid in previous years. Under current law,
unauthorized workers who subsequently obtain LPR status can seek to gain Social Security
credit for their unauthorized work. This legislation would prohibit such adjustments. Thus,
unauthorized workers who later obtain legal status would receive lower Social Security
benefits and take longer to earn eligibility for Social Security than they would under current
law. CBO estimates that this provision would reduce Social Security outlays by $110 million
and Medicare outlays by $80 million over the 2008-2017 period for unauthorized workers
who would have taken other paths to legal status.

Visa Fees. Applicants for visas would have to pay fees (offsetting receipts) and penalties
(revenues) ranging from $500 to $1,000. Based on the number of applications expected each
year, CBO estimates that enacting this provision would increase offsetting receipts by about
$8 billion over the 2008-2017 period and revenues by about $4 billion over the 2008-2009
period. DHS, HHS, and the Department of Labor would spend these collections to cover
processing costs, make grants to states, and improve enforcement of immigration laws. We
estimate that the net budgetary effect over the 2008-2017 period would be small. In addition,
the State Department charges a $100 fee for nonimmigrant visas and spends those proceeds.

Legalization of Unauthorized Agricultural Workers. Title VI would create a new
pathway to legal permanent resident status for agricultural workers and their families. The
program would grant legal status (in the form of Z-A visas) to aliens who worked in
agriculture for at least 863 hours or 150 work-days, whichever is less, between January 1,
2005, and December 31, 2006. The legislation would cap the number of Z-A visas for
workers at 1.5 million. Starting six months after enactment of the legislation, workers would
have up to 18 months to apply for a Z-A visa and to pay a fine of $100. With this new visa,
workers would be authorized to live and work in the United States and travel abroad in the
same way as green-card holders.

The legislation would specifically prohibit holders of Z-A visas from receiving benefits from

most federal means-tested programis for five years. (Those programs already ban most
qualified aliens from receiving benefits for five years.)
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CBO expects that holders of those visas could apply for LPR status beginning in the tenth
year after enactment of the legislation. To qualify for LPR status, a worker would be
required to pay $400 and have been employed in agriculture for either an additional five
years of at least 100 work-days or 575 hours per year, or three years of at least 150 work-
days or 863 hours per year. The provision provides some exceptions to these requirements
due to illness or severe weather. A worker who chooses not to apply for LPR status would
be required to obtain a general Z visa and pay the applicable penalties.

The spouses and minor children of Z-A workers would also be eligible to adjust to LPR
status once the worker meets the requirements. Prior to that, the spouses and children would
be issued Z-A visas based on the workers’ visas. They would not be subject to removal from
the United States and would be allowed to travel outside the country and apply for work
authorization.

CBO estimated the number of people who would be eligible for a Z-A visas using data and
analysis regarding unauthorized farm workers fromthe DOL's National Agricultural Workers
Survey (NAWS) and other data from the Departments of Agriculture and Labor. Based on
this information, we estimate that there were about 2.7 million farm workers with at least one
day of agricultural employment in 2004. About two-thirds of those workers were crop
workers and one-third were livestock workers. According to the NAWS, about half of the
crop workers were unauthorized immigrants, and we estimate that about the same share of
the livestock workers were unauthorized. Using information on hours and days worked
annually from the NAWS, CBO estimates that 1.5 million unauthorized agricultural workers
worked a sufficient number of hours in either 2005 or 2006 to meet the requirements for a
Z-A visa. Of these, we project that about 85 percent would apply for such a visa.

Medicaid. Individuals with Z-A visas would be treated like LPRs when determining
eligibility for federal benefit programs and thus become eligible for nonemergency services
in most states after five years. As a result, federal Medicaid costs would rise by about
$690 million during the 2008-2017 period.

Food Stamps. CBO estimates that the Z-A visa program would increase Food Stamp
participation by about 300,000 by the end of the 10-year period, resulting in additional
spending by about $700 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that the Z-A visa program would boost
outlays for Social Security benefits by $350 million over the 2008-2017 period and add
11,500 disabled and retired workers to the rolls in 2017. Medicare would spend an extra
$290 million over the 2008-2017 period and enroll an added 7,000 people in 2017. SSI
outlays would increase by less than $10 million over the 10-year period, with 3,000
additional beneficiaries in 2017.
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Visa Fees. Applicants for Z-A visas would have to pay fees and fines ranging from $100 to
about $1,000. Based on the number of applicants expected each year, CBO estimates that
enacting this provision would increase offsetting receipts by about $800 million over the
2008-2017 period. DHS would spend these collections to cover processing costs, so the net
budgetary impact over the 2008-2017 period would be small. In addition, CBO estimates
that revenues from fines would increase by $170 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Conditional Status for Unauthorized Students. Title VI would make certain unauthorized
immigrants eligible for conditional LPR status. Unauthorized immigrants would qualify if
they are high school graduates or high school students that have been admitted to an
institution of higher education, have lived in the United States for at least five years prior to
the amendment’s enactment, were less than 16 years of age when they entered the country,
and meet certain other requirements. After six years, individuals could petition to have the
conditional status removed if they had received a degree from an institution of higher
education, completed at least two years toward a bachelor’s degree or higher, or served for
at least two years in the United States military. Those changes would boost spending for
Medicaid and Food Stamps by a total of nearly $100 million over the 2008-2017 period.

H-1B Nonimmigrants and Others with Advanced Degrees. S.A. 1150 would increase the
number of visas available each year for H-1B nonimmigrants (persons with a bachelor's
degree or higher). CBO estimates that the annual increases in the number of such individuals
would exceed 100,000. These individuals or their employers would have to pay fees ranging
from $320 to $3,500. As a result, CBO estimates that enacting S.A. 1150 would increase
offsetting receipts by about §7.0 billion over the 2008-2017 period. Collections would be
spent by the Departments of Homeland Security, Labor, and State, and the National Science
Foundation for administrative, law enforcement, and educational activities. Spending would
lag collections for several years; the net effect on outlays would be a reduction of $2.2 billion
over the 2008-2017 period.

Effects of Enforcement and Verification on Net Flow of Unauthorized Migrants. The
potential impact of the border security, employment verification, and other enforcement
measures on the flow of unauthorized migrants is uncertain but could be large. While efforts
to restrain the influx of unauthorized workers and their families have historically been
relatively ineffective, this legislation would authorize significant additional resources as well
as a comprehensive employment verification system to deter the hiring of unauthorized
workers. Moreover, the implementation of the new guest worker program and the provision
of visas to the currently unauthorized population could occur only if the Secretary of DHS
certifies that the enforcement measures are in place.

CBO estimates that those measures would reduce the net annual flow of unauthorized
immigrants by one-quarter. A reduction of that order of magnitude would reduce the
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unauthorized population in the United States by about 1.3 million in 2017. The citizen
population would also be slightly smaller—by about 150,000—because of fewer births. (As
shown in Table 2, the enforcement effects would lead to a population reduction of an
estimated 1.5 million in 2017—the combination of the two effects itemized above—relative
to current law.)

Reducing the net in flows of unauthorized immigrants would reduce Medicaid spending on
emergency services for those immigrants and on other Medicaid benefits for their citizen
children. CBO estimates that the resulting savings would total $1.8 billion over the 2008-
2017 period. In addition, spending on Food Stamps and child nutrition programs would fall
by $160 million over the same period.

English-Language Requirement. Section 705 would drop the English-language
requirement for immigrants aged 75 or older to naturalize. That provision would enable
some older LPRs with inadequate work history to naturalize and gain eligibility for SSI and
Medicaid. CBO estimates that SSI benefits would increase by $150 million over the 2008-
2017 period and an extra 2,200 beneficiaries would be on the rolls in 2017. Medicaid outlays
would increase by $30 million over the 10-year period, with 400 individuals receiving
additional Medicaid benefits.

Refundable Tax Credits. Overthe 2008-2017 period, JCT estimates that S.A. 1150 would
increase outlays for refundable tax credits by about $13.7 billion, the largest direct spending
effect of the legislation. The earned income and child tax credits are refundable tax credits
available to individuals. Those two credits reduce a taxpayer's overall income tax liability;
if the credits exceed that liability, the excess may be refunded, with the amount of the refund
depending on the taxpayer's income. Those refunds are classified as outlays in the federal
budget.

Enacting S.A. 1150 would increase the amount of refundable tax credits mainly by increasing
the number of resident aliens for income tax purposes. Under tax law, resident aliens are
citizens of a foreign country who are either lawtul, permanent residents of the United States
or have been physically present in this country for at least a certain specified amount of time
during the past three years. They are taxed in the same manner as U.S. citizens, and thus
could qualify for refundable tax credits.

To qualify for the earned income credit, the taxpayer must generally satisfy several criteria:
be a U.S. citizen or resident alien; have a valid Social Security number for both oneself and
any qualifying children; have earned income from employment or self-employment that falls
below certain amounts; and file a tax return. To be the qualifying child of the taxpayer,
additional criteria must be satisfied; the child must generally be under the age of 19, or under
the age of 24 if a full-time student, or any age if permanently and totally disabled. The
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amount of the earned income credit depends on a taxpayer's earnings and number of
qualifying children, and whether or not the taxpayer is married. The maximum creditamount
is about $4,700 in 2007 for taxpayers with two or more children and with earnings up to
about $17,400 if married and $15,400 if single. The credit is fully phased out for such
taxpayers with earned income of about $40,000 if married and $38,000 if single. Credit
amounts are lower for taxpayers with one child, and taxpayers without children can also
qualify for a much-reduced credit.

The child tax credit is worth $1,000 for each qualifying child under the age of 17, and is
partially refundable. It is also available to U.S. citizens and resident aliens. The credit is
phased out for married taxpayers with income above $110,000 and single taxpayers who are
the head of their households with income above $75,000.

Revenues

Enacting S.A. 1150 would have several effects on federal revenues, including changes in
collections of income and payroll taxes, certain visa fees that are classified as revenues, and
various fines and penalties. Taken together, the Joint Committee on Taxation and CBO
estimate that those effects would increase revenues by about $15 billion over the 2008-2012
period and by about $48 billion over the 2008-2017 period (see Table 4). Off-budget receipts
(of Social Security payroll taxes) would rise by an estimated $57 billion; on-budget receipts
would fall by an estimated $9 billion over the 10-year period.

Income and Payroll Taxes. JCT provided estimates of the effects of the legislation on
revenues from income and social insurance (payroll) taxes. JCT estimates that S.A. 1150
would increase receipts from income and payroll taxes by about $43 billion over the next
10 years.
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TABLE 4. ESTIMATED EFFECTS ON REVENUES OF S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED

By T'iscal Year, in Billions of Dollars

2008- 2008-
2008 2009 2010 20011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2012 2017

[ncome and Social

Insurancc Taxes * -0.7 28 35 0.6 3.0 5.1 6.1 72 7.7 74 9.9 433
Visa Fines and
Penaltics 1.5 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4 4.4
Other Revenues * 01 * * * * 01 0.1 0.1 03 06
Total Changes 0.8 5.8 36 0.7 37 5.1 6.1 7.2 78 75 146 483
On-Budget 1.3 42 -1.2 -54 32 -24 -1.7 -08 -0.1 04 43 -88
Oft-Budget -0.4 1.6 47 6.1 6.9 75 78 8.0 78 7.1 189 571
SOURCES: Joint Committee on T'axation and Congressional Budget Office.
NOTE: * revenue increase of less than S50 million.
4. Theseestimates were provided by the Jomt Commitiee on l'axation and include effects on ol(-budgel (Social Security) receipts.

Related effects on outlays for refundable credits are shown in Table 3.

The net increase in revenue would occur largely after 2011, due in part to higher numbers
of immigrants, who would boost aggregate wage income in the economy. That higher level
of aggregate wages would generate more receipts from both individual income and social
insurance taxes. (Most of the estimated revenue effects from social insurance taxes are
attributable to off-budget Social Security taxes.) In addition, because some unauthorized
immigrant workers would become authorized workers under the amendment, JCT anticipates
that S.A. 1150 would lead to increased reporting of employment income, which would
further add to receipts from income and social insurance taxes. However, the reporting of that
income would also result in larger tax deductions by businesses for their labor compensation,
which would reduce their profits. Because businesses operate in both corporate and non-
corporate form, those deductions would reduce both corporate and individual income tax
receipts, offsetting some of the increases discussed above.

JCT estimates that S.A. 1150 would reduce on-budget receipts of income and social
insurance (primarily Medicare) taxes by $13.8 billion over the 2008-2017 period. There are
three main reasons for the estimated decline in on-budget receipts. First, the legislation
would increase enforcement of employment laws and would induce some illegal immigrants
who currently file tax returns and have income taxes withheld to work in the cash economy.
Second, the legislation would have the opposite effect on some illegal immigrants who do
not file tax returns because it would provide a mechanism for illegal immigrants who are

29



118

currently in the country to work legally. As a result, some currently illegal immigrants who
have income taxes withheld would file tax returns and claim refunds. Third, because these
workers would be able to work legally in the country, they would become eligible for many
of the tax-reducing provisions available to workers with children, including the dependent
exemption, child tax credit, earned income credit, and head-of-household filing status.
Application of those provisions would either reduce income taxes or increase outlays from
refundable tax credits.

Fines for Z Visas. Applicants for the new Z visas established by S.A. 1150 would have to
pay a penalty of $1,000. Those collections would be classified as revenues, and DHS and
DOL would be authorized to spend those revenues. Based on the number of applications
expected each year, CBO estimates that enacting this provision would increase revenues by
$4.4 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Fines for Z-A Visas. Each applicant for Z-A visas (agricultural workers) would have to pay
fines totaling $500. Based on the number of applications expected each year, CBO estimates
that enacting this provision would increase revenues by about $170 million over the 2008-
2017 period.

Fees for Y Visas. Employers seeking labor certifications under the new guest worker
(Y visas) program would have to pay a fee related to DOL’s cost of performing those
certifications. Those collections would be classified as revenues, and CBO expects them to
total $420 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Penalties. S.A. 1150 would establish new and increased civil and criminal penalties for
various crimes involving illegal immigration. Thus, the federal government might collect
additional fines if the legislation is enacted. Collections of civil fines are recorded in the
budget as revenues. Criminal fines are recorded as revenues, then deposited in the Crime
Victims Fund and later spent. CBO expects that any additional revenues and direct spending
would not be significant.

Spending Subject to Appropriation

CBO estimates that implementing S.A. 1150 would result in additional discretionary
spending of about $20 billion over the 2008-2012 period and another $23 billion over the
2013-2017 period, assuming appropriation of the necessary funds. Projected spending from
2008 through 2012 is summarized in Table 5. For this estimate, we assume that the
necessary amounts will be appropriated by the start of each fiscal year and that spending will
follow the historical spending patterns for existing or similar activities.
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TABLE 5. ESTIMATED DISCRETIONARY COSTS FOR S.A, 1150 AS AMENDED

By Tiscal Year, in Millions of Dollars
2008- 2008-
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2017

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION

Law Enforcement Grants Lo Stale and Local

Governments
Authorization Level 1,600 1,400 1,500 1,600 2,250 8,350 13,950
Lstimated Outlays 391 975 1,480 1,490 1,737 6,073 13,015
Additional DHS, DOL, DOJ Cmployces
Tistimated Authorization Tevel 144 434 732 1,206 1,850 4,372 16,151
Estimated Outlays 128 401 687 1,153 1,785 4,163 15,869

Employment Eligihility Veritication System

Estimated Authorization Level 528 522 890 722 575 3,237 6,365

Estimated QOuilays 353 544 812 737 590 3,037 6,136
Detention Facilitics

Tistimated Authorization Level 2,500 4] 55 110 113 2,778 3,398

Tistimated Outlays 250 1,000 1,175 230 113 2,767 3,385
Lnstitutional Removal Program

Estimated Authorization TLevel 168 173 178 184 189 892 892

Hstimated Outlays 151 173 178 183 189 873 892
Funds for DHS to Tncrease Adjudications

Estimated Authorization Level 800 0 0 0 0 800 800

Estimated Outlays 640 160 0 0 0 800 800
Other SSA Costs

Lstimated Authorization Level 85 160 15 25 25 31 450

Tistimated Qutlays 75 150 KN 25 25 ) 450
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles

Authorization Level 178 276 0 0 0 454 454

Estimated Quilays 89 192 118 55 0 454 454
Tustice Prisoner and Alicn Transfer System

Estimated Authorization Level 80 82 83 85 87 416 876

Lstimated Outlays 72 81 83 85 86 408 866
Other Provisions

Tistimated Authorization T.evel 394 140 142 135 146 938 1,572

Estimated Outlays 178 238 188 150 158 911 1,510

Total Changes
Tstimated Authorization Tevel 6,478 3,186 3,595 4,068 5,241 22,567 44,908
FEstimated Outlays 2,327 3914 4,765 4,108 4,682 19,797 43,378
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Law Enforcement Grants to State and Local Governments. S.A. 1150 would authorize
the appropriation of $8.35 billion in grants over the 2008-2012 period, mostly to reimburse
state and local governments for costs associated with apprehending and detaining
unauthorized immigrants. CBO estimates that implementing this provision would result in
outlays of $6.1 billion over the 2008-2012 period.

Additional Federal Personnel. The legislation would direct DHS, the DOL, the Department
of Justice (DOJ), and the Administrative Office of the United States Courts (AOUSC) to
increase the number of federal law enforcement and legal personnel by more than 13,000
positions over the 2008-2012 period (not including support personnel for those positions).
CBO estimates that implementing this provision would cost $4.2 billion over the five-year
period. The costs for additional enforcement and legal personnel would continue after 2012.
(In2013, when all positions would be filled, costs for those additional personnel would reach
$2.2 billion annually.) The following sections provide more details on the cost of hiring
those additional personnel.

Department of Homeland Security. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS to increase the number of:

+  Border patrol agents by 12,000 over the 2008-2012 period (half of that increase is
already authorized under current law);

¢ Customs and Border Protection (CBP) officers by 500 in each of fiscal years 2008
through 2012;

¢ Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) investigators by 200 annually over the
2008-2010 period;

¢ Investigators assigned to combat alien smuggling by 200 annually over the 2008-2012
period; and

«  (Citizenship and Immigration Services (CIS) personnel to adjudicate applications for
immigration benefits by 100 annually over the 2008-2012 period.
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Based on information from DHS, CBO estimates that the cost for each additional employee
would range from $120,000 a year for CBP officers to $180,000 a year for border patrol
agents, including salaries, benefits, training, equipment, and support costs. Assuming that
each annual cohort required by the legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we
estimate that implementing these provisions would cost §3.0 billion over the 2008-2012
period.

Attorneys and Immigration Judges. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS, DOJ, and AOUSC to
increase the mumber of attorneys by 270 a year over the 2008-2012 period. Based on
information from those agencies, CBO estimates that it costs about $170,000 a year for an
additional attorney, including salaries, benefits, training, and support costs. Assuming that
each annual cohort required by the legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we
estimate that implementing this provision would cost $590 million over the 2008-2012
period.

The legislation would direct DOJ to increase the number of immigration judges by 20 each
year over the 2008-2012 period. Based on information from DOJ, CBO estimates that it
costs about $600,000 a year for an additional immigration judge, including salaries, benefits,
training, office space, and support costs. Assuming that each annual cohort required by the
legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we estimate that implementing this
provision would cost $150 million over the 2008-2012 period.

Department of Labor. Title IV would require the Secretary of Labor to add 200 positions
annually for five years for investigators dedicated to enforcing compliance with labor
standards. Based on information from the department, CBO estimates that the cost for each
additional employee would average $155,000 a year over the next five years. Funding those
additional positions would increase discretionary costs for DOL by $360 million over the
2008-2012 period, CBO estimates.

Other Employees. Finally, the legislation would require DOJ to hire 50 additional U.S.
marshals each year over the 2008-2012 period. Based on information from DOJ, CBO
estimates that the cost for each additional employee would average $130,000, including
salaries, training, and support costs. Assuming that each annual cohort required by the
legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we estimate that implementing this
provision would cost $75 million over the 2008-2012 period.

System for Verifying Employment Eligibility. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS to extend and
expand a systen to verify the eligibility of people for employment in the United States. CBO
estimates that the system would cost about $3.0 billion over the 2008-2012 period, including
amounts needed by federal agencies to use the system to verify eligibility for federal
employment.
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Reguirements for the System. S.A. 1150 would require DHS to set up an expanded
Employment Eligibility Verification System (EEVS) that would respond within three
working days to inquiries made via the Internet, other electronic media, or telephone by
employers and individuals. The prototype for the EEVS is a current joint effort of DHS and
the Social Security Administration (SSA) known as the “basic pilot,” a voluntary system
available to employers nationwide who wish to check the status of new hires.

S.A. 1150 would require federal contractors and employers engaged in activities related to
critical infrastructure, national security, or homeland security to verify their employees’ work
eligibility as of the date of enactment. For other employers, the amendment would require
all new hires to be verified within 18 months of enactment and all workers in the United
States to be verified within three years of enactment.

Volume of EEVS Inquiries Expected. CBO anticipates that the initial batch of inquiries from
critical employers would involve around 20 million verifications. Inquiries would peak at
160 million in 2010 and decline to nearly 100 million in 2011, as employers verify all
employees. Beginning in 2012, CBO expects the annual volume to settle around 70 million
to 75 million verifications: 60 million to 65 million new hires (based on data from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics) plus around 10 million repeat verifications.

Costs to Federal Agencies of EEVS. Under the legislation, DHS would have primary
responsibility for running the EEVS. The legislation would require the department to
maintain a workforce of at least 4,500 persons to operate EEVS and enforce the laws against
unlawful employment of aliens. Based on information from DHS about current staffing
levels, CBO estimates that the department would have to hire 3,300 additional employees to
meet this requirement. We estimate that DHS would spend about $1.8 billion over the 2008-
2012 period for technological components, staff, and overhead.

SSA would provide DHS with continued, secure access to its database of Social Security
numbers (SSNs). SSA would also face extra costs to handle phone calls, visits, and requests
for replacement cards from people seeking to clear a "nonverified” response. Based on
information from SSA, CBO estimates that those tasks would cost the agency $1.2 billion
from 2008 through 2012. S.A. 1150 would require DHS to reimburse SSA for EEVS-related
costs.

Finally, federal agencies themselves could be among the “critical employers” required to
verify the legal status of their workforce. There are slightly over 4 million federal
government employees, including military personnel. CBO estimates that submitting their
current and new employees to EEVS would cost federal agencies about $20 million over the
2008-2012 period.
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Detention Facilities. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS to construct or acquire 20 detention
facilities to detain aliens pending their removal from the United States. The amendment
would require those facilities, in total, to accommodate at least 20,000 individuals at one
time. Based on the costs to build and staff federal prisons in recent years, CBO estimates that
constructing and operating 20 facilities would cost $2.8 billion over the 2008-2012 period.

Institutional Removal Program (IRP). The legislation would authorize the appropriation
of sums necessary over the 2008-2012 period to continue and expand the IRP, a DHS
program to identify criminal aliens in U.S. prisons and deport them after they complete their
sentences. Based oninformation from DHS, CBO estimates that implementing this provision
would cost about §870 million over the 2008-2012 period.

Funds for DHS to Increase Adjudications. To accommodate the sharp increase in
applications for immigration services and documentation that would result from S.A. 1150,
DHS would need to expand its document-production facilities, enhance its computer systems,
and hire new employees to process applications. The amendment would authorize the
appropriation of such sums as necessary for those actions. Based on information from DHS,
CBO estimates that the department would require funding of about $800 million in fiscal
year 2008 for one-time costs to improve facilities and computer systems.

For this estimate, we assume that the costs of new personnel to process applications would
be covered by fees collected from individuals. CBO estimates that collections of fees would
increase by $5 billion over the 2008-2012 period. CIS currently collects and spends about
$2 billion in fees annually.

Cost of Social Security Cards. Besides contributing key information to the EEVS, SSA
would incur significant costs to issue additional Social Security cards under S.A. 1150. The
provisions to admit guest workers, increase the number of various types of admissions, and
permit unauthorized immigrants in the country to seek legal status would swell the number
of Social Security cards issued by the agency. CBO estimates that SSA would issue an
additional 10 million cards from 2008 to 2012; at a cost of $30 each, additional outlays
would total around $310 million.

Section 305 would require SSA to design and issue fraud-resistant, tamper-resistant, and
wear-resistant Social Security cards within two years of enactment. Information provided
by SSA suggests that enhancements already planned for late 2007 will meet the requirements
of section 305; thus, CBO anticipates no additional costs for designing a new Social Security
card.
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Unmanned Aerial Vehicles. S.A. 1150 would authorize the appropriation of $178 million
for 2008 and $276 million for 2009 for DHS to acquire and maintain unmanned aerial
vehicles to patrol U.S. borders. CBO estimates that this provision would cost $454 million
over the 2008-2011 period.

Justice Prisoner and Alien Transfer System. Section 226 would direct the Attorney
General to expand the Justice Prisoner and Alien Transfer System (JPATS) by increasing
services provided in each metropolitan area. JPATS transports sentenced prisoners between
districts, correctional institutions, and foreign countries. The program also provides regular
international flights for aliens subject to deportation. Based on information from DOJ, CBO
estimates that implementing this provision would cost $408 million over the 2008-2012
period for additional transport vehicles, fuel, and other recurring costs. This estimate
assumes that the Attorney General increases services to unauthorized immigrants by nearly
50 percent.

Other Provisions. S.A. 1150 contains several other provisions that would increase
discretionary federal costs. CBO estimates that implementing those provisions would cost
a total of $900 million over the 2008-2012 period. Major provisions would include the
following:

¢ The amendment would authorize the appropriation of sums necessary for each fiscal
year over the 2008-2012 period for the Federal Bureau of [nvestigation to improve
systems for conducting security checks relating to immigration applications. CBO
estimates that implementing this provision would cost about $350 million over the
2008-2012 period to upgrade computer systems and hire additional personnel.

* The legislation would authorize the appropriation of $100 million for the Office of
Citizenship and Immigrant Integration within DHS. We estimate this provision would
cost $100 million over the 2008-2012 period.

¢ The legislation would require DOL to administer the new guest worker program.
Based on the costs of administering the current H-2 programs, CBO estimates this
requirement would cost DOL nearly $160 million over the 2008-2012 period.

« S.A. 1150 would establish mandatory minimum prison sentences for a wide range of
offenses involving illegal entry into the United States. Based on preliminary
information from the U.S. Sentencing Commission, CBO estimates that the cost to
support these additional prisoners would total $100 million over the 2008-2012
period.

¢ Section 309 would require the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to establish a unit
within the Criminal Investigation office to investigate the employment of individuals
who are not authorized to work in the United States. The unit would be composed of
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up to 200 full-time special agents and support staff. Based on information from the
IRS, CBO expects it would take about eight years to employ 200 agents. Thus, CBO
estimates that implementing this provision would cost $50 million over the 2008-2012
period.

» Section 601 would require unauthorized immigrants receiving legal status to pay back
taxes. The provision would require the Treasury to establish rules and procedures for
the IRS to provide documentation to the immigrant to establish the payment of all
federal tax liability. Based on information from the IRS and the cost of similar
programs to enforce federal tax laws, CBO estimates that implementing this provision
would cost $200 million over the 2008-2012 period.

ESTIMATED LONG-TERM EFFECTS ON DEFICITS

The net cost of the legislation would grow after 2017, as more of the affected immigrants
became eligible for benefits and the per capita cost of benefits rose, but the net impact on the
unified budget would remain relatively small in the context of the overall budget. In
particular, CBO estimates that direct spending outlays attributable to the legislation would
increase from $4.3 billion in 2017 to between $8 billion and $10 billion in 2027.
Discretionary costs would grow to $5 billion or $6 billion a year. On the other hand, the
amount of additional revenues would grow as well; most such revenues are from the oft-
budget Social Security payroll taxes. By 2027, CBO estimates, implementing the legislation
(including the necessary appropriations) would increase the total budget deficit (or decrease
the surplus) by several billion dollars a year.

Pursuant to section 203 of S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2008, CBO and JCT estimate that changes in direct spending and revenues from
enacting S.A. 1150 (as amended to date) would cause an increase in on-budget deficits (or
a decrease in on-budget surpluses) of greater than $5 billion in at least one of the 10-year
periods between 2018 and 2057.
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ESTIMATED IMPACT ON STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

S.A. 1150 would impose several intergovernmental mandates as defined in UMRA, because
it would preempt state and local authority, require state, local, and tribal governments to
verify the eligibility of employees to work, and impose new requirements on those
governments if they seek to hire certain foreign workers. Because of uncertainties about
what future regulations would require of employers and about the number of foreign workers
employed by state, local, and tribal governments, CBO cannot determine whether the costs
of complying with these intergovernmental mandates would exceed the annual threshold
established in UMRA ($66 million in 2007, adjusted annually for inflation).

Mandates

The legislation would authorize DHS to designate which employers are part of the critical
infrastructure and require those employers to verify the work eligibility of all employees.
Other employers would, no later than18 months after enactment, be required to verify the
work eligibility of newly hired employees. No later than three years after enactment, all
employers would be required to verify the work eligibility of all employees.

The extent to which state and local governments would be designated part of the critical
infrastructure and thus required to immediately verity the work eligibility of all employees
would depend on regulations to be developed by DHS. Although current DHS documents
and policies include all state, local, and tribal governments as part of critical infrastructure,
CBO has no information about whether those governments would be designated as such for
the purposes of employment veritication. If the rules were to affect employees only in such
sectors as law enforcement, transportation, public utilities, and health and financial services
(such sectors represent about 35 percent of state, local, and tribal employees), CBO expects
that the aggregate direct costs to comply with those requirements would be below the annual
threshold in any given year. The rules would have to apply to more than 75 percent of all
state, local, and tribal employees for the aggregate direct costs to exceed the threshold in any
one year.

The legislation also would impose new requirements on employers seeking to hire certain
foreign workers. The specific requirements would depend on regulations to be developed
by DHS and DOL. Furthermore, total costs would depend on the number of foreign workers
employed by state, local, and tribal governments, information that CBO does not currently
have. Thus, CBO cannot estimate the total additional cost for those governments to comply.
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S.A. 1150 contains additional intergovernmental mandates because it would preempt any
state laws that require the use ofthe Electronic Employment Verification System ina manner
that conflicts with the provisions of this legislation, prohibit certain nonimmigrants from
being treated as independent contractors, and prohibit the use of state contract laws in
litigation against certain nonimmigrants. CBO estimates that these preemptions of state law
would not impose significant costs on those governments.

Other Impacts on State, Local, and Tribal Governments

Several provisions in the legislation would increase the number of legal permanent residents,
some of whom would be eligible for Medicaid assistance. Benefits under the Medicaid
program for those individuals would cost states almost $3 billion over the 2008-2017 period.
Because states have broad flexibility to alter optional benefits and eligibility to offset such
costs, the increased spending would not result from an intergovernmental mandate as defined
in UMRA.

By 2017, S.A. 1150 would increase the U.S. population by an estimated 1.8 million. Asa
result of this growth in population, some state, local, and tribal governments would collect
more tax revenues, but also would face significant additional costs to provide education,
health care, and other services to those immigrants. The legislation would direct certain fees
collected from non-citizens to state and local governments to cover some of those costs.
CBO estimates that they would receive about $3 billion over the fiscal years 2008-2012 to
provide health care and education to immigrants. In addition, assuming appropriation of the
authorized amounts, those governments would receive more than $6 billion over the 2008-
2012 period from grant programs authorized by the legislation.

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR

S. A. 1150 asamended, would impose several private-sector mandates, as defined in UMRA,
on certain individuals and employers. One of the most costly mandates would require
employers of workers holding H-1B visas to pay a new supplemental fee. Other mandates
in the amendment include, but are not limited to, requirements for:

« Certain critical employers to verify the employment eligibility of their current
employees;

« Employers and certain other entities to verify the employment eligibility of new hires
and existing employees and maintain records of the verification process;



128

« Employeesand individuals seeking employment to provide additional documentation
when establishing their identity in order to verity their eligibility to work in the
United States; and

+ Certain employers of workers with nonimmigrant visas.

Based on the supplemental fee that employers would have to pay for HI1-B visas and the
number of employees whose eligibility employers would have to verify, CBO expects that
the aggregate direct costs of the mandates identified in S.A.1150 would exceed the annual
threshold for private-sector mandates ($131 million in 2007, adjusted annually for inflation)
in each of the first five years the mandates are in effect.

Supplemental Fee for Employers of H-1B Visa Workers

As amended, S.A. 1150 would require employers that petition for H-1B visas to pay a
supplemental fee of $3,500 per temporary worker. Such employers with fewer than 25
employees would be required to pay a supplemental fee of $1,750 per worker. The cap on
the number of H-1B visas would be increased to at least 115,000 visas per year. The cap is
usually reached each year, and most companies that employ workers with H1-B visas
generally have more than 25 employees. Assuming the cap is reached each year, CBO
estimates that the direct cost of complying with the mandate would exceed the annual
threshold for private-sector mandates.

Employee Verification Requirements

The legislation would impose additional mandates by requiring certain employers to verify
the work eligibility of newly hired employees, current employees subject to reverification,
and existing employees through participation in the Employment Eligibility Verification
System. Based on the large number of individuals whose eligibility employers and other
entities would be required to verify under the legislation, CBO expects that the aggregate
direct costs of those mandates would exceed the annual threshold for private-sector mandates
in at least one of the first five years the mandates are in effect.

Requirement for Critical Employers. S.A. 1150 would authorize DHS to designate which
employers are part of the critical infrastructure and require that, as of the date of enactment,
those employers verify the work eligibility of all employees. Because that determination has
not been made and because of uncertainty about how the program would be implemented,
CBO cannot estimate the cost of complying with this mandate.

Verification for New Hires and Existing Employees. The amendment would require
employers to verify, through participation in the EEVS, the employment eligibility of new
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hires and current employees subject to reverification. Participation would require employers
and other entities that recruit or refer individuals to confirm the name and Social Security
number of individuals newly hired or subject to reverification. This requirement would
begin within 18 months after the date of enactment. No later than three years after
enactment, the amendment would require employers to verify the identity and employment
authorization of all existing employees that have not been previously verified through the
EEVS. All employers would have to maintain a record of the verification for such
employees for a specific amount of time in a form that would be available for government
inspection.

The direct cost of the mandates regarding new hires would be the incremental cost to verify
the employment eligibility of those hires and employees subject to reverification through the
EEVS and to maintain records of the verification. The direct cost of the mandates related to
verification of existing employees would be the cost to verify the identity of their existing
employees through the EEVS and to examine the employment authorization documentation.

Based on data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, CBO expects that the number of new hires
and repeat verifications would average about 65 million per year and that the verification of
approximately 130 million existing employees would be required. Consequently, CBO
expects that the direct costs to comply with those mandates would be substantial relative to
the annual threshold for private-sector mandates.

Administrative and Training Requirements for Employers. The legislation would
require employers and other entities that recruit or refer individuals participating inthe EEVS
to register in the system and conform to certain procedures. Individuals working for such
employers and entities would be required to undergo such training regarding the EEVS as
the Secretary deems necessary. CBO expects that the cost to comply with those mandates
would be small compared to the annual threshold.

New Hires and Employee Documentation. The legislation would require all individuals to
provide specific documentation when establishing their identity in order to verity their
eligibility to work in the United States. Most employees would be required to provide more
documentation than under current law. These requirements would impose a new mandate
on both new hires and existing employees. Because of the number of people that would be
required to acquire additional documents (such as passports or birth certificates) and the cost
of getting such documents, CBO expects that the direct cost of complying with this mandate
would be substantial relative to the annual threshold for private-sector mandates.
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Requirements for Employers of L-1 Visa Workers

The amendment would establish whistleblower protections for the L-1 visa program. It
would prohibit employers of L-1 nonimmigrants (intracompany transferees who work in
managerial or executive capacities or who provide services that involve specialized
knowledge) from taking or threatening to take a personnel action or discharging or
discriminating in any manner because the employee has disclosed certain information. CBO
estimates that employers would incur minimal direct costs, if any, to comply with such
requirements.

S.A. 1150 also would require an employer petitioning to bring to the United States a L-1 visa
nonimmigrant associated with a new facility to certify that it has a business plan, sufficient
physical premises to carry out the proposed business activities, and the financial ability to
start doing business immediately upon approval of the petition. Because the number of such
employers would likely be small, CBO expects that the cost to comply with the mandate
would be minimal compared with the annual threshold.

Requirements for Employers of Temporary Workers

The amendment would place additional requirements on employers that seek to employ
certain noninumigrant temporary foreign workers. It would require those employers to do
additional advertising and recruitment of U. S. workers. It also would allow the Secretary
of Labor to develop additional regulations regarding the labor certification requirements for
certain temporary workers. In addition, the legislation would require the Secretary of DHS
to establish user fees to be paid by the employers of those temporary workers. Because the
direct cost of complying with those mandates would depend on regulations that have not yet
been established and correspondingly, the number of employers that would be affected, CBO
cannot estimate the direct cost of complying with those new requirements.

Whistleblower Protection

S.A. 1150 would establish whistleblower protection for the L-1 visa program. Employers
of L-1 non-immigrants would be prohibited from taking or threatening to take personnel
action or discharging or discriminating in any manner because the employee has disclosed
certain information. CBO estimates that such employers would incur minimal direct cost,
if any, to comply with such requirements.
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Requirements for Employers of Temporary Workers

The amendment would place additional requirements on employers that seek to employ non-
immigrant temporary foreign workers. It could require those employers to do additional
advertising and recruitment of U. S. workers. It also would allow the Secretary of Labor to
promulgate additional regulations regarding labor certification of certain temporary workers.
In addition, the legislation would require the Secretary of DHS to establish user fees to be
paid by the employers of those temporary workers. Because the direct cost of complying
with those mandates would depend on regulations that have not yet been established and
correspondingly, the number of employers that would be affected, CBO cannot estimate the
direct cost of complying with those new requirements.

PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE

OnMay 23,2007, CBO transmitted a preliminary cost estimate for S.A. 1150, an amendment
in the nature of a substitute for S.1348, the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act 0f2007.
In that estimate, CBO and JCT projected that S.A. 1150 (as introduced) would increase direct
spending by $13 billion to $17 billion over the 2008-2012 period and by $32 billion to
$38 billion over the 2008-2017 period. [n addition, that estimate indicated that enacting
S.A. 1150 would increase revenues by $15 billion to $19 billion over the 2008-2012 period
and by $70 billion to $75 billion over the 2008-2017 period. CBO’s current estimate for
S.A. 1150, as amended, reflects a revised interpretation of legislative language, some changes
to estimating assumptions, and the impact of amendments to the original substitute that were
adopted by the Senate as of May 24. In general, those changes tended to reduce the
budgetary effects of the legislation.

Technical Revisions

CBO changed its estimates of the number of people likely to be affected by the legislation
in two ways. First, CBO’s and JCT’s preliminary estimates were based on the assumption
that the renewal of Y-1 visas under the guest worker program would not count against the
numerical caps. Based on information from the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, CBO
determined that any renewals would count as new visas under the caps, and the projected
number of workers was reduced accordingly. Second, CBO revised the original estimate to
incorporate the effect on illegal immigration from the overall enforcement and verification
provisions in the legislation. CBO now estimates that S.A. 1150 (as amended) would reduce
the net annual flow of illegal migrants by about one quarter.
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Amendments Adopted by the Senate

S.A. 1150 was amended in several ways between May 22 and May 24. The two amendments
with the most significant budgetary effects related to scaling back the guest worker program
and expanding the requirements that would have to be met before the Secretary of DHS could
certify that sufficient enforcement and verification measures were in place, thus allowing the
guest worker and legalization programs to begin. One of the adopted amendments
(S.A. 1169) would limit the basic guest worker program to 200,000 visas annually, down
from the original caps that started at 400,000 initially but could rise to 600,000 over time.
The second amendment (S.A. 1172) would, among other things, require the Secretary of
DHS to certify that 20,000 border patrol agents were actually on duty and that the
employment verification system was operational before certain programs could go into effect.
CBO judges that the expanded requirements would add six months to the time necessary to
meet them and that the Secretary’s certification would occur near the end of fiscal year 2010.

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:

Federal Costs:
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Helping Immigrants Become New Americans:
Communities Discuss the Issues
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(111} Helping Mew Immigrants
Join Their Communities:

The Strengths, Gaps, and
Challenges
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(Vi) Conclusion
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Appendix A:
New Immigrant Growth Centers

Immigration Categoras
W Mo Duntinatbonn [67% of Imsigrania) {6 wistes)
B Mo Gorowth Stabws [1990-2000-B1%] (22 afiabe]

A Dher Staten {22 ninieon)
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Appendix B: A Snapshot of the US. Immigrant
and Foreign-Born Populations

Shee amd Gremah
Tiotal LS. pmpralatiem, JO0D AR1 401 %06
Ferrigm b puepulation,” 200 K, 107 BRY
Peroent whi wepe Foreign-baom, 2000 i
Perorsst ol Foreign lesrn propaslinion whs arvived 199016800 &3
Conmries snd Begions of Origin
Peroems of foreign been. popssliion m 2000 {man ap e onumries of origm
Mesion 5n
Chilrss 5
Fallijmrines Bl
Inddla ]
Wietnaim i

Pereent ul fonrign Lo in 1000, by rrgioen of origin

Lasin Ammerica’ A1
Ak Iy
i 16
Adrica i
ol umerica L]

English Preficiency

Petortst ol Ehe solal US. pepedaion sges 5 of older

weith Bimited Englivh proficsency:" ]

Perems of foreign been. popssbimion sges & or ilder

witly Bissidted English proflceency: ' 51

Foverty

Peroeni of resdenis living a or helow the federal povery level im 2000°
Fureign: basen L]
Matkvr b 12
Materalieed ciiborm 1
Honaairm I
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A Snapshot of the US. Immigrant and Foreign-Born Populations-—continued

Maturalired Citirroa

Perweni natarafieed, by period of ety
el 1970 HI
1970 1 97% B
190 | s 45
19902000 "
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Ackayindatraion, LA Capse Putvis Cermss 1000

Vi defhioned by LIS, il e ke, insvl grais. o v L fuly adeiited br pufmase fodes i de Lisinl
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Appendix C:

Focus Group Participant List

Wame of Organiation
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FROM RUTH ELLEN WASEM, PH.D.,
SPECIALIST IN IMMIGRATION POLICY, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

Memorandum June 5, 2007

TO: House Subcommittee on lmmigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border
Security, and Intenational Law

ATTN: Blake Chisam

FROM: Karma Ester (Immigration) 7-3036

LaVonne Mangan (Immigration} 7-5008
Abigail Budman {Labor) 7-951%

Paul Janow (Labor)h T-6615

Giary Sidor (Social Security) 7-2588
Information Research Specialists
Knowledge Services Ciroup

SUBJECT: Response to Questions on Immigration for June 6, 2007 Heaning

Per your request, we are providing respanses to as many of your attached questions as
possible. Flease note, for scveral questions, we have been unable fo locate a source of
statistics.

Please lel us know if we may be of further assistance.

D.C. 20540: 71000
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% How much does deporation cos! par indsidual?

Accoring 1o Immigration and Customs Enlareamenl (ICE) officials, there is no way o determine these
eosts.

2, How many individuals hive been deporbsd annually since 18887

Aliens Expelied: Fiscal Yoars 1988 To 2008
|¥ear | Formalremovais’ | Volustary departures® |
168 74,562 1,508 120
TRAT 4,338 1081, 0
| toed I5890 011,790
| 1o08 4437 830,890
1860 30000 1
1881 33,188 1,081.108
18ee2 &) 8T AR ]
a3 42 542 1243410
1p0E 45674 1028107
| 1005 50004 1213784
1008 iFrelr:]
| 1na7 114,433 1,480 854
| 1568 173,148 1,570,127
[1o8a 181,154 1,574 803
2000 188, 361 1 4TS BT
2001 178207 1258 162
2 50,784 345N
2003 186,858 BEAA08
| 2004 204,200 10810
2005 208,821 e
T Formal remavai fom e Ueited RN PUriaste B AnE oroers of xduaon,
deporalion, or remaval
J departres from the Unded Stabes that are verfied by the:
ol Homeland Secunty departures are & Jom of relel kom fommal

Volntary

TemovEl, under which an alien i peemitied to depart e Linfted Simtes volunisnily
Most of the voluntery departured. ame of Maxican netonals who have been
appiehanded by the LS. Border Palrel and ame returned & Mexico

Note: Data for V858 10 2005 reporied as of January 2008
5 2008 of P Siatistics, Office of Fmmigrabion Statatics, US Depariment of
Homilind Securty
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3. How many immigration-related worksile enforcoment cases have bpen browght annually since 19867

Mole: The dala avaiable to CRE periainieg to wedkse enforcement cases is presenied balow in he
Takde, Employer-Ralated Wevksite Enforcernend Dats. The dils was compded by the Depariment of
Homeland Securly, Office of Immigration Statistics (OES) from the Pemorance Anslysis Sysiem (PAS)
database. Please note thal immigration and Customs Enforcement (JCE) no longer uses PAS 1o repor
s enforcament actions for years afler FY2003 Additional dala was not réadily available upon request

The data presented below provides answers bo questions €3 and #4,
Employer-Related Worksite Enforcement Data, FY1992-FY2003

Al Prosecutions Employer Investigations
T P ol ) Wl s
152 - - 1043 LTH] I.Ib1 (ECA 2T
155 (TN A 6237 58 1,302 A T
% IRl 1] L L1 1063 HiG TA54
[l (AL A2 LR ] L] 1044 HE Iomid
1% (AR A8 5149 LE5 ] Lolw ROE 14, 064
15T 15219 48 TA37 T Bl T 17,552
5 20,68 a8 7T (5] 102y 34 13914
e 175N M 1E 3 417 w RN
ittt 2007 4% | ) 3 178 (L1 LLE]
il 20,207 1% 1595 169 (ELT] ™ 418
BLLLH 200,483 13 e | 124 53 13 451
I TR 7 ERTT 4m 162 1 48

Source: CHE peeseniation of DHS OFS data from the PAS dainbase.

Notez The “Teaal Comacmom™ column midm-nnmﬂmmﬂmnfpmm mcluding
immigration violanons, nabsrslizmiion viekl and oiher violat ] . imienms of cmplover investigations, if
IIL‘EbelnuMucmpht-ﬂhlﬂn_tdmwhuuflfucmmrmhummI_i e lhe cmployer cther
warmng of & Moiice of Imend 1o Fise {NIF). Emplovers have 30 dave 10 request & heasing before an Adssinisicaine Law
Judpe in DONS E & Cofice fior Dmmige Reveew (EQIR) i coniest a NIF, If oo bearing is sequesiod, ICE issucs a
Final Cder for civil money pesalics. 1F 8 hearisg b rogussiod, the process iy end is o Fiml Onder, o setlement, of a
drmisaal.  The “Armest” oodumn ingbakcs data on sdewhimls arciod for criminal wodksile violstions. under INA S2T4A,
as wiell 28 pncdncadeals anrcsed For immigratsom vialations amd placed in cnl removal proceadings under INA §140. While
the criminad vaclaticn armcis mchide both U5, ciueons and noncstizzns. only  noncitiacns ane placed im civil romenal
proceodings

4. How many crimingl proseculion cases have been brought against employers for immigraton-relaied
offenses annualy since 19887
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5. What is the numbor of undocumented immigrants in e US?

Nole: Dus 1o i lack of data svailabie on ihe unsulbonzsd population residing in the

|
E
E
%
g
E
|
|

Survey, and the Pew Hispanic Cender dala is based on the March 2005 Cument Populafion
(CFS]. Both surveys are adminisiered by the U.S, Cersus Buneau,

Componams of the Unauthonzed Immegrant Population: Janueary 2005 (in fousands)
|1} Foreign-barn population

. Formign-bomn popalation, entensd 1880-2004 4 B0
b Adjusiment for shift in reference date feam July 1, 2004 1o January, 2005 550

. i) hmmdmmhm 10

. Undercount of nonimemegrants in ACS 140
:b;mwummw“wum,muw»mnm
meumm E’.ﬂE it ACS. 1050 |

p.E 1 fareign:bom p  ar 1, 2005(a +h.#0 +d be 1) 27320 |
F \ly resident kation

h. LPR. refugee, and asybeo fow, antered 1880-2004 19,170
L i 1,010
| | Emegrasion 1980-2004 2590
k LPR, refupee. and asyles rsident population, Januany 1, 2005 (h-i-) 15470
I, Monimmigrant pogulation on January 1, 2005 1350
m. Estimated resident |3l Jan 1, 2005 f+l) 18,820
3) Unauthorined il

n. Es d resident unauthorioed immigrant populaticn, 1/1/2005(g -m} 10,500

Nobe: Detad may ral sum o Lolals because of nownding.

Source: Estimales of Me Unauthodzed Immigrand Population Residing in Me Unied Safes Jaruwy

2005, Office of Immigraton Saalistics, U.S. Depatment of Homaland Securily.



157

Most Unauthorized
Arrived Since 1990

2000-05
L s - 0% 1580s
A pi e L million . 1%
oL =
1985-18 -84
D W

11.1 Million In March 2005

Figurs 1. Unsmsbarired Migranis by Perind of Arvival: March D065

Somare Pew Hospiner Cestes mbatationa of sugiurared Lwed 70 C wvndl oy,
Serrory siprird B oo, e Pimard Vo Foci. sl Bom 506 B

dnrum of meliodciog

- What is the pumber of endocumented immigrants whose househckds within the LS. conlan both
docurmenied and undocusmented family mambers?

Unauthorized . Adult Men
Children 2 5.4 millon
1.8 million '~I5-'B%ul'Mult:.

.5, Citizen
Children
LS Adult Women
3 6 rmallicn
Coiver Adults— 175,000 42% of Adults

14.6 million in Unauthorized Families
Figure 6. Demographic Composition of Usawtlorized Families:
March 2005

1 % dl Bamily” o ome
wisede e Istwd o wpoiss o an wmiethovited ooiprast  Families as defiied berr

t Danatally i leml Enmnilrs—comples, ditlin mideteed of amariwed. with
chuldren (of sny). Unmelsied wogle indivadusls sre sl treated as o “famaly ™

Sourte mad Metes. Pew Hispanie Cemter tabulatscan of sugmenied Mareh 2003 Corremt
Survey 2 An
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7. Whal & the number of householkds hesded by an undocumented mmagrant bel comgrised of Doth
documentad and undociamenied famly members within the US.7

W by
NonCitizen
I hdlcdren
1%

10 o T

s oo
US Ciiigen &
Mon Ciiiren Children

T — 4o e [mae -

6.6 Million Unauthorized Families
Figure 7. Unanthorized Families Classified by Comperition:
March 2605

Source and Notes: Pow Hisp Center tabutations of aug March 2005 Curen! Populafion Survey,
adjusind for cmissaons. An “unauthonzed family” & one whore the hoad or Spouse s an enauthanzod mgrant

a. What s the number of undocumanied imemigrants with family members (spouse and minor children)
outsade tha L.5.7

Mo informaation kocabid.

a. Witial i 1 numbes of family members. [spouse &nd mnor children) of undooumented imemigrants residing
outside the U.S?

Mo infarmation iocaled

10,  What & the number of people in the family backiog broken down by preference calegory and coungry of
chargeaksiny?

Accormding o U S, Cizenship and Immigration Servces (CES), data is nal availabie

11, WWhat s the number of people i the employment backiog broken down by preference calegory and
counry of chamgeatilty?

Accodding bo U5, Cilizenship and Imimgration Servces (CFS). data s nol available.

12, ‘Whal percent of tamily-Dasad beneficiarnes “drop oul® (Le. 80 nol complete prOCESSINGg) once o visa s
availnbe pir year since 16807

Aceording b LS. Cilizenship and Immigration Services (CIZ), data is nol available.



159

SuBydIo SapL)
P0G PURELIGH 0 UBILESE 'S 1] SIS oNEBaL) 30 S0 SSURS voyeSiLily 0 YOOQE,, BR0E Jemag

[ EOPDR | [0CI0] WwiClB] S09NL8 | BR0RL sy

=T FERIL| ore =]

[T IBWE | Se0Ea | GFD [ GIL'WD | GLGEG | IEONG | CLFOL| BiBEL P |
TPUBEL | FPLGSC | TOLZ5C | DOLEDE | BIZOBD | FBLBGC | GOP DO | GUC LT | S0w0%) | FOUOLE ey |

| CE¥ONS | WGLOT | SEWLLY | GNEIGE | GLWEWP | ELBBEF | DSUBE | SHLLSE | LVWEWE | WOL DT | WEITIES G N1 J0 SAORIOY S|P
=T Y B [T TR SR R RUSNO0N R PUR [S0F 0 Ll
AL VoM W) Emowd ..Euopﬂiuhul
_.ﬂ _.m im ._”m it (¥4 (4 [-1T¥) [T URIpFD L]

al puR sosrgo g 0 seulnensuos peuey |

TS0 ELL L] TFa | GIDERE (113 T | & T nﬂﬂﬂﬂi

pUE RS =] ]
YL HFiL [ T Ih| B GRiER A

PUB SRS 5 1) 0 SeBNEpAUcE pMIARLLT 1Y
| eTEEE T [ W i BT T ol asuamaLg A § o]
TILTD I TO0FTS e R F T
T T ceven | Ereeo TIFRIRL | VHala 1) Fudpeeey juseeains, [8Ba feIo |

1 |_jee |

T ieuRigRid PRICTUOTE AT O RN
Ltaaneauap &g pue Lobaed 4G Umop vagon) SR DOSE-URLIE] SUL 10 SO YD SIS0 IAUBLLRIG INAE) [0 JBGLWING 0} 5) 1A, KL

"EPRAE POU S IR0 (510) Se0EE UonRiDni) pue diySuazing g n o Dupey

L0681 aous seak sad sqmieaE @ ess ¢ 20Ul [Burstacoud apRchuco j0u op @1 N0 GaIp, SO PaEEd Aopdua jo uacuad ey €L




T ¥ 3 FIE SBE (=]

WEh|  mbok i3 T FIOB | CIDG | AW | SAlL e (R ubnG g
TINGH | OLOEZl | GILF o | O0ZAUT | TEIVC R Ir Ry
TIBLE| I8scr| Feoic | WGl | WICPr| O55Cr| SSCOZ| LS58| ZocrL | EoOit B %ﬁ.—rﬂ-ﬁﬁ

¥ B [
[ 1Give | WBLIC | KPPl | WGL¥E| LGP | WHGLL| WREEE | SiCLC gmﬂm iz
VB0ESL | WWE | DCCWEL | ZZZ00 | TIWCLL | POLWLL | EPUOOL | WIOO% | COFLL | DBFOB e Lk R e T T LY
I Wer'eeE| | CACEEL| | CHOLSE | TVSE0L | SSC 0501 | COBES0 | SOOWFE | LG0FFD | DODTSS | LFRLRL | [¥d il Spasieas jasumiang moaq ol |
L 00T 00T (154 ZOOT [ DDOE BEGL ] ]

160

Anaeg PR 0 JURELIDSRT 1) G U EERS LevE

WOOU | WOEL| WOLB| WOBO| Woe§| WOUL| WO08| WO9B| WOrd| WkB
WOSH L] WOZG | W0LLE w8 wion WORA | WOLDL | WOD0L WA
TMOGEE | WOLCE | WOCGE | WOLGL | WOLLC | WOLGC | WOPEL | WOGOL | WOWEL | Wik IE
WOGOY | WOARD | WOUER | WOLULr | WOLGF | WODLP | WOZ LY || WOODE | WOETP | WOIO®
W05 | WO05 | WOBG| WOiH| Wors| WOr@| WOLL| WOLD| WO098 | WoBE
LT w00Z WOOE wWoAT WOOT WO T WULT WOLE Wit WoGT
WOGH | w009 | WOS0| WO0L| WOOG| WOUON | WOSFL | WOLEN | WOGCE | WOLFE
WOUL | WOLE | WAWE| WOiT | WOLE| WOBEL| WRE| WEE| WOLE| WL
WELl | WO6F | WFEE| WOEL | WLl | WOIE| WORE| WOEL | WO | WL
"W "LE Wl l'ol Lrya] L] L] WEL RUEL N
WOOZ | WOOZ g [ T 100z [ [T BB 1881

Llaaneanap
E.“._._uauovn_.-.u_a_nr_tnﬁ_._.i._.nh_.“_EE&_“_Dnun.h!._-u!.n-nn:nEIhEﬁaﬂilgiﬁ_i_g.ngﬁ_é.m_.



161

dlaanmpap
kg puw Asofiaies Ag uwop wnag) sauclegen usurEuIMLIng Sy) jo dn epe @ aeed Yous spapER uaueuad s o e ey o sfmueoad gy 51

0 SN sousnEs uogribuasy o sog0 SRS roprleant [0 YOORN, G007 BOUROR




162

Heraas pumBwny |0 WLIedag G ) TG uoqmil |9 Bo00 EERES UDpRdig J0 YeRRad, G007 BYIW0Y SHD AQ pepdund Euneg

R

&g poe LoBape g umop wanos) axkuagasd poseq-rsmangp o) o dn apinug &

Jrad el SuapeE uauundad (g j0 (0 ol o abeoateed g 12

ARG PURSRLOH |0 WRULTM] 5 N GRS voarilnas @ 00 RPN taoidiniey [ eOR, G007 [ESIN0E

TP FP FELOF | FEO005 | SEEOF |  CEEEF ERBLF | OLBO% | SLGiF| SErsF| FRCGF [EETETEY e
| WOE'BEL'E | ELEZZV'S | ERULSD | CPGROL | SSLB50L | COBWSDL | COOWN | LOL¥FE | BOCLSE | LPULBL | ke
[N
BOOE FOOE POGE 008 00T [ [ L AL LB6L
S50 1] PRRETT AEaN] B SNy

claraaeap b pul LoBajEd L usop udou) cusiopnd pOSeq-RESiaap Sus 1of Jeek yIEd SuapEL

d npsaiy o

AGUING DY) 5 UM, OF




163

22 How many immigrants hawe enlered the U.5. Begally each year since 18567

Peniod of Entry of the sgrant P
January 3005 (in thousands )
Estimated populatian Jan 08
Pariad of sntry Humber Porcant
| AN ymars L e
| 20033004 Ll 2
2000-2003 2070 20
| 1095 1640 3130 L]
NG 1504 2 080 0
| 19851580 1,180 1
G0~ 1684 1,050 i)
Niote: Cietml rriy not 8w i intals becsuse of munding
5 Eslimatas of Ihe [ d Immigrand Populadion Resdng in ihe
Unsted Sraled Jenway 2005 Ofcs of lmmigr 5 , D of

Homaland Sscurty, 2008

23, How many immigrants overstayed their Wsas each year sinoo 19867

Mole: Currenlly, Mar is no refable data avadable to delerming the number of visa oversiays. According 1o the
Goversmaent Accounlabilly Office (GADH repor Overstay Tracking is & Koy Componont of i Layered Delense
{GAD 04-8), there i no accurate st of overstays, dup 1o weaknesses in DHE's brecking system. The data
prosenied bolow was obisied from the 2008 Pew Hispana: Cenler reporl Modes of Entry for the Linauthorized

Iligrant Popelation.

Modes of Entry for the Unsothoripss Migrent Pooslation
B il Vima 4 ko 5§ Million |
4 Ao & Milion
LI ha. - —
11.5 to 12 Million

Bowrcs: Pow Hispanie Corter Extrmatos basad on B Wares 2005 Curment Popolation Suevey and
Dparnent of Hormaland Sacurty rrpets

Aovsilabe nt bitp Opeahiapans ory/Mieytectunesty!t 0 g, ws of June 8, 2007
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28 Whal has bean the unempoymaend rale of immigrants in the U.5. aach year since 19867

| Lssenplcyenant Rate of Fospign Gorn Workiery
1988 | 1967 | 19EE | 1908 | J000 | 2001 | 3002 | 3000 | 3004 | 3003 | 2004
| Forsgnbom | 7ow [e1m[som|aom [az% [ sow [aon [aom [som[aom [aom
Citiren AR 1 | X | BN | 0% | JBNW | 5% | S5 | 4D | JA% | DN
|__Honcazen axk | 74w oz sow [aon (o 7iw | 7om [som [som [amw
Nole: Ho data svadabie from 1680-1555 Begening in 2000, dats incorporale popelation controls from
Census 2000

The Buredu of Labor Stalistics (BLS) wses the terms Foreign-Bom™ in dotumentation. The
definition af “Foregn-Bom" accoddieg 1o ihe BLS i “persons residing in the Linied Slates who
were nol LS. cilizéns al bk, That s, they were born cutside the Unibed Stales or one of its
mmuMnMMHMmmmmmmﬂausm
The foreign-bom populstion includes legally admitled immigrants, refugees. temporary
reskients such as students and bemporary workers, and undoc d i The

!m-ﬂr mwmmmmm Bureau of Labor Statwtics
27, What has boan the numbaer of unrployed immigrants in he U.S. each year since 16857

Nurnibaf af
1896 | 1987 2000 | 3001 | 200X | 2003 | W04 | M00E | 2006
| Forsignboen | 1000 | 0z | 1040 L1281 | o3es [17s | o0 (g3 |
Citiren s S e ] 21 | 60 407 |a54 A |35 | M2
o Rinen T7B TO4 5H1 T4 T3 831 Eig (-] B&D

Hobe: Mo data available fom TB86-1680. Begnning in 2000, deta incofporate population controls from
Sourca: Unpublahed besign bom Esbles, Cufrent Populabon Sorvey, Bureau of Labor Statetics

{
:

28 What has been the unemploymend rile of Begal immigrants in ihe U 3. sach year since 16867

Mo infermation lecated. The Buresu of Labor Stalistics does nol compile statisics on unauthorized
inmenigrans.

28 ‘Whad has been ihe number of loyed illegal iy in the ULE. each year sinces 19887

Nao infoemation located,  The Bureau of Labor Statistics does nol compile statistics on unautharnized
Immigrants

300 'What has beon the unempoymond rale of Amencan workers sach year since 18557

1] Fafe of Native-Bom
1R | 19T | 1098 | 1060 | 2000 | 3001 | 2002 | 3003 | 3004 | 2008 | 3008

| Mative-bom Tsow Jaom [44% [arw Jaom [arw [orw [som [eem [oow Jamw

Note: Mo data avedable from 158018688 Baginning in 2000, data incorporate population controls from Census 2000

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) uses ths tenms “Native-Bom® in documantation. The definflion of "Natve-Bom®

sboonding 10 the BLS i “parsons Dom i (ke United Stales or one of #s oullying aress such as Puero Rico or

Guam of who wene bom sbroad of al Easl one paenl wivo was a U5, cilizen,”
Spwres: Unputished foreign bom tables, Cureent Populaton Survry, Buresa of Labor Stabatics
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31, Whal has bean the nember of unemployed Amancan workedss each yeas since 18887

HM 2002 | 2003 | I004 | 2005
Note: Mo data avaslable from 1588- 1998 Baginning in 2000, data incorporaie popuiation controls from Census 2000
Sownce: Unpublishad foreign bom tables, Currend Popolation Survey, Buresy of Labor Stabistics

32 Vhat s the urssmgloyment rale Sor immigranss wha entered through o family-based prelorence each year
since 19807

Mo infarmation located. The Bureaw of Labor Siatistics does not comple statistics on foreign-bom
waorkers by immigration stajus,

3 'V:;g?lll‘iﬂ rumber of unemplayed immigrants who enered through @ iamiy-based preference each year
simon 1

Mo information located. The Bureau of Labor Sislistics does ol compde stalistics on fomign-tom
WOTKETS by immagration staliss.

kL) Wil s the unemployment rabe for immigrants who entered theoaigh &n emgloyment-based preterence
each year sivce 19807

Mo information located.  The Bureaw of Labor Sististics does nol compile stalistics on Sorsign-bom
workers by immigration staus.

35 Whal is the number of unempioyed mmegrants who entered through an employmend:based pred =)
each year sinoe 19607

No informatcn located. The Bunedu of Labor Siatistics does not compde statisiics on Sorekgn-bom
WOTkeTs by iImmegration stalus.

3. Given unimded Bccess, what is e numbss of people in Be workd who are willing coma to the LS. i thay
oiuld aach yoar?

Mo infarmadion kocabed.

§ 078
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‘What s the naturalizalion rabes, by year, Sor immigrants i 1ho LS. since 19707

Persons Naburaltzed since 1870
Patitions | Persons naturalized Patitions.

Yaar [l Tertal Civilisn | Militsey | Not mporied | danied
[1o70 TAT0 s |eeres st |- £
[to7t THEET Twoador  |emsss  osan | 2428
| 1072 121,883 196,215 | 107,740 aa7s - TE3T

1673 T | t0re0 | 11zp44 [ Tree 1700

15T 1:.375 131 855 124 807 0,840 - 20

1078 145,369 141,557 [ECEra] 214 . 2300

1076" 198152 [ 1p0 T BASTE | T0ed - 479

1077 T35 | ws0AT3 | 154568 5305 > 845
[to7s TRESS |rasas | vesde |sime |- L)

1978 A | w150 | 1sazve | sard B o867

1580 [EEF00 | anv@am | 1sama  |ases - am
1681 171,003 17 W2z | ane0 . 4318

iR 50T [ eraees | 170om st : e

1R 187,718 170,048 175,678 3,108 T4 3150

108 #8440 | w7093 192,113 | 2,085 145 3ara
[ 1o8s SR Taa] |zmesee  [sges | 30e7 3670
T R T I I ET T T N
| 1n8T 27008 | ¥34.100 2,402 508 [XLl
| 1888 FETAL I TP g1 |zzee ] 454

10iy FE L R A TR I T =l 5300

= T (270101 | 2488|1830 71628 BEE

1001 TORBEE | 308058 | aeary | 1604 81 B350

g METE 1 5702 12031 18383

E ﬁ’.ﬁ 3-'",51 ETI'I T ! Iﬁ ﬁ.ﬁ'l
o84 I TR om0 | 6ted Fr) W
Tags [SS650T | amsosn | 4r4t0e | aene 10,057 o |
1 T A | 1 04d 600 | gonai 1281 118547 L
[ TAIZTI7 | soRps | Sm7s | 53 2 e T30 ETE
| teon UEOST [ am3080 | awdwn | o 22680 [ELE ]
KL L T 7T 95453 L
a0 [S05 Tsmres e e 73183 3ED |
ﬂ1 1 HL EE -7 | le ! TS i'lm
2002 T, 6 573,708 551 A28 1,058 21,005 THaITE
2003 a4 | adopdo | aaTo [ [
2004 BELTE (507181 | Seogmh | apes 1.z [[EEE]
2005 BITETT | podze0 | Sheso | 4pee 10,37 ToE AT

- Regpresents zem

*Incluses the 15 manihs from July 1, 1075 1 Segtember 30, 1978 because T end dabe of Sazal
s was etangad fom Juna 3045 Septambar 30

& 2005 1 k of immigration Statndcs, Ofice of Immegration Stetetics, U Depastment of
| Homeland Securty

‘Whad is ive medisn snncal incoime of an undocwmenled immigrand househokd?

Mo information locabed.
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30 Given 8 nel immigration assumption of O immigrants por yoar (both legal and oshenwisa), in whal year
wid the Social Secunty bnast fund be exhausied

irfariration mmummm fund perfoimnance based on an assumption of 2ero ned
irmenigratioe is ned ivailathe

Source for Questions #36 - #46: The Board of Trustees, Faderal Old-Age and Survivors insurance and

mm 55 MGWRWW pof, pp. 151152

40, Given A nel immigrtion assumption of 872,500 immigranis per year (boih legal and othenwise), in what
ymar wodld the Social Securly trust furd b exhasied?

Long-rarge met immegration of 672500 persons annually will resull in ihe irusi funds becoming
eahausted in 2039,

41, Given 8 el immigration assumption of 900,000 immigranis per year (Bolh legal and olhersise), in what
yoir woukd 1 Social Securily trust fund be axhausbed?

Assuming long-range net immigration of 900,000 persons annually would push trust fund exhaustion 1o
2041

42 Given a nel immsgration assomption of 1,300,000 mmigrants per year (both legal and othenwise), n whal
wear would he Social Secunty trost fund be exhausbed ¥

mﬂmwnmmmdumnmmﬂymmmw-m
]

43 Ghen anet immigralion assumylion of D ammigrants per yias, what would ba ihe Social Secuily Cost rabe
decraase fora 25, S0, and T5-year peniod?

Assumptions based on zero net Emmigralion are not vadabie.

44, Given 8 nel immigrmbion assumption of 872,500 immigrants per year, what woull b the Social Sacurfly
cosi rabe decrenss for & 25, 50, and T5-yasr period?

Prwmmummmnungmurmw The Trusiees” report stabes, “Tha
cost rale decreases wilh increasing rates of nel immigration bécause immigration ooturs al relatively
mm1mmmumurwmmmmmﬁ
benedicianes: mlmmmm“1hwnmumﬂdhmw
aboul 0.07 peroend of insmble payroll.®

Ultsmate ned immigraion per year
72800 | woonon | 1300000 |
cost rate:
2h-year 2007-31 L LF.] ALRE] LR
[ E0-year. 200750 5] (EEE] 1805
TE-year, J007-51 ] L 15.57

Source: Tabée created by CRS fom dats excenpled from The 2007 Annval Repon of the Boand
of Trusheas of ihe Fedaral Cid-Age and Survivirs nsurance and Federsl Disabdily nsarance
Trwsd Furds, Tatde WiD3.
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45 Given 8 nel immigraticn assumpdion of 900,000 immigrants per year, what woukl be the Social Securily
o5l rabe docrease lor @ 25, 50, and T5-year parod?

Ses sbove lable.

46 Gheen & ned immigration assamption of 1,300,000 mmigrants per yesr, what would be the Sacial Security
o8t rabe decrense for & 25, 50, and TE-yaar perioa?

Sep above lable,
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FROM RONALD BIRD, PH.D., CHIEF ECcONO-
MIST AND DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF ECcONOMIC POLICY AND ANALYSIS, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF LABOR

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
POC: Sarah Pierce (OCTA), 202-693-4612

Questions for the Record
Hearing on Hearing on Comprehensive Immigration Reform:
Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6™, 2007

Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border
Security, and International Law

Committee on the Judiciary
U.S. House of Representatives

> Responses to the Honorable Zoe Lofgren........c..ooueevinenni Page 1
> Responses to the Honorable Steve King........ooovuviiiinniianns Page 8
Enclosed:
Table 1. Number of unemployed persons and unemployment rate,

1986-2000 annual aVerages ............coeveeenivnierinnierimineenens Page 9

Table 2a. Number of unemployed persons by foreign-born status,
1996-2006" annual AVerages. .............oeeeveeieeineeeneeea, Page 10

Table 2b. Unemployment rate by foreign-born status, 1996-2006"
ANNUAL AVETAZES ... eeeeteeeeiieee et e e e e ae e e e Page 11

Responses to the Honorable Zoe Lofgren
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How much does deportation cost per individual?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many individuals have been deported annnally since 19867

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many immigration-related worksite enforcement cases have been brought
annually since 1986?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many criminal prosecution cases have been brought against employers for
immigration-related offenses annnally since 19867

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of nndocumented immigrants in the U.S.?

Current Population Survey estimates of the labor force status of the foreign born do not
distinguish between the documented and undocumented population. An oft-cited study
by the Pew Hispanic Center estimates that the undocumented population numbered
between 11.5 and 12 million in March 2006.

What is the number of undocumented immigrants whose households within the U.S.
contain hoth documented and undocumented family members?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of households headed by an undocumented immigrant but
comprised of both documented and undocumented family members within the U.S.?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of undocumented immigrants with family members (spouse
and minor children) outside the U.S.?
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DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thns does not have the
information reqnested.

What is the number of family members (spouse and minor children) of
undocnmented immigrants residing outside the U.S?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thns does not have the
information reqnested.

What is the number of people in the family backlog broken down by preference
category and country of chargeability?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of people in the employment backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

DOL does not have data on the total nnmber of people in the employment preference
waliting list since it is composed of:

1) Persons with petitions and/or immigrant adjustment applications pending with U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) or before the Executive Office for
Tmmigration Review (EQIR).

Persons outside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa to

become available or their application for an immigrant visa to be adjndicated.

3) Persons with labor certifications pending at DOL.

4) Persons inside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa
number to become available.

2

=

There are approximately 40,000 persons waiting for a permanent labor certification from
DOL.

‘What percent of family-based beneficiaries “drop ont” (i.e. do not complete
processing) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What percent of employment-based beneficiaries “drop ont” (i.e. do not complete
processing) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
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information requested.

What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the family-based
preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What perceutage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made up of
the family-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the
employment-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made up of
the employment-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the humanitarian
categories (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What perceutage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made up of
the humanitarian categories (broken down by category aud by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the diversity-based
preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.
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‘What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made op of
the diversity-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many immigrants have entered the U.S. illegally each year since 1986?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many immigrants overstayed their visas each year since 1986?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What has been the overall nnemployment rate in the U.S. each year since 1986?
See table 1, below.
What is the number of unemployed individuals in the U.S, each year since 1986?
See table 1, below.

‘What has been the unemployment rate of immigrants in the U.S. each year since
19867

See table 2, below. Note that the table lists values for all foreign-born persons, as well as
separate estimates for the foreign-born who have become U.S. citizens and those who are
non-citizens.

What has been the number of unemployed immigrants in the U.S. each year since
19867

See table 2, below. Note that the table lists values for all foreign-born persons, as well as
separate estimates for the foreign-born who have become U.S. citizens and those who are
non-citizens.

What has been the unemployment rate of illegal immigrants iu the U.S. each year
since 19862

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.
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‘What has been the number of unemployed illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year
since 19862

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What has been the unemployment rate of American workers each year since 1986?

See table 2. Note that the table lists values for native-bormn Americans as well as foreign-
born persons who are U.S. citizens.

‘What has been the number of unemployed American workers each year since 19862

See table 2. Note that the table lists values for native-bom Americans as well as foreign-
born persons who are U.S. citizens.

‘What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through a family-based
preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of nnemployed immigrants who entered through a family-based
preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered throngh an
employment-based preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the nnmber of unemployed immigrants who eutered through an
employment-based preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given unlimited access, what is the number of people in the world who are willing
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come to the U.S. if they conld each year?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What are the naturalization rates, by year, for immigrants in the U.S. since 1970?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the median annual income of an nndocumented immigrant honsehold?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year (both legal and
otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year (both legal and
otherwise), in what year wonld the Social Secnrity trnst fund be exhansted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year (both legal and
otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trnst fund be exhausted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per vear (both legal
and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trnst fund be exhausted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year, what would be the
Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year, what would he

6
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the Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year, what would be
the Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year, what would
be the Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Responses to the Honorable Steve King

‘What is the number of people in the U.S. who are between the ages of 16 and 74 and
are not in the work force?

1n 2006, there were 61.5 million persons between 16 and 74 years old that were not in the
civilian labor force (which is defined as the sum of employed and unemployed persons).
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They represent about 29 percent of the civilian noninstitutional population age 16 to 74.
This percentage has remained essentially unchanged over the past decade.

If you agree, as you did at the hearing, with the statement that the sum total of the
economic strength of a nation is directly proportional to the productivity of each of
its people, then why does the Administration advocate legalizing a population that
makes up 4.7% of the workforce but contributes only 2.2% of its productivity?

T am not aware of credible data that supports the allegation that there exists a group that
comprises “4.7% of the workforce but contributes only 2.2% of its productivity?” Any
attempt to ascribe productivity differences to subgroups of the labor force is both
theoretically and empirically questionable. Such inferences are sometimes drawn on the
basis of lower educational attainment of oue group compared to another. While it is
sometimes implied that lower educational attainment equates with lower labor
productivity, it should also be recognized that there are many situations in which joint
production makes it impossible to distinguish the separate productivities of individual
workers. Lower skilled workers may enable more highly skilled workers to achieve
greater productivity by focusing more of their efforts on the highest value-added
opportunities and avoiding routine activities (e.g., emptying the trash and sweeping the
office floor) that can be delegated to less skilled workers. Indeed it is arguable that the
total of output might be less in a mono-skilled economy in which everyone had the same
high educational attainment than in a diversely skilled economy in which division of
labor allows each individual to concentrate their efforts on their comparative advantages.



Table 1. Number of unemployed persons and unemployment rate,
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1986-2006 annual averages

Unemployed
Persons
(in thousands)

1986 8,237
1987 7,425
1989 8,701
1990 6,528
1991 7,047
1992 8,628
1993 9,613
1994 8,940
1995 7,996
1996 7,404
1997 7,236

SOURCE: Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Unemployment
Rate
(percent)
7.0
6.2
5.5
5.3
5.6
6.8
7.5
6.9
6.1

5.6

54

(

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

2007

Unemployed
Persons

in thousands)
6,739
6,210
5,880
5,692
6,801
8,378
8,774
8,149
7,591

7,001

Unemployment
Rate
(percent)
49
4.5
4.2
4.0
47
5.8
6.0
5.5
51

4.6
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Table 2a. Number of unemployed persons and unemployment rate by foreign-born status, 1996-
2006' annual averages {Note: because of rounding, subgroup counts may not add to grand
totals)
Unemployed Persons (in thousands)
Foreign-born

Year Total Native-born Total Citizen Noncitizen
19962 7,312 6,302 1,009 234 776
19972 6,766 5,824 942 238 704
1998 6,210 5,354 856 238 618
1999 5,880 5,089 790 228 563
2000 5,892 4,893 799 218 581
2001 6,801 5,760 1,040 291 749
2002 8,378 7,097 1,281 407 873
2003 8,774 7,389 1,385 454 931
2004 8,149 6,971 1,178 363 816
2005 7,591 6,570 1,020 335 685
2006 7,001 6,078 923 262 660

SOURCE: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

" In response to the increased demand for statistical information about the foreign born, questions on
nativity, citizenship, year of entry into the United States, and the parental nativity of respondents were
added to the Current Population Survey (CPS) beginning in January 1994. Prior to 1994, the primary
sources of data on the foreign born were the decennial census, two CPS supplements (conducted in Apri
1983 and November 1989), and, to some extent, information collected by the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services. Data for 1994 and 1995 had problems and are not strictly comparable with data fo
1996 and subsequent years, thus, only data since 1996 are compiled by BLS.

2 The total number of unemployed and the unemployment rate for 1996 and 1997 differ slightly from
currently published figures because of the differences in the weights used to calculate these estimates.
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Table 2b. Unemployment rate by foreign-born status, 1996-2006" annual averages (Note:
because of rounding, subgroup counts may not add to grand totals})

Unemployment Rate (percent)
Foreign-born

Year Total Native-born Total Citizen Noncitizen
19962 55 53 7.0 4.6 8.3
19972 5.0 4.8 6.1 4.1 7.4
1998 4.5 4.4 5.3 3.8 6.2
1999 4.2 4.1 4.8 35 5.6
2000 4.0 4.0 4.2 3.0 4.9
2001 4.7 4.7 52 3.8 6.1
2002 58 57 6.3 5.2 7.1
2003 6.0 5.9 6.6 55 7.3
2004 55 55 55 4.2 6.3
2005 5.1 5.2 4.6 3.8 5.2
2006 4.6 47 4.0 28 47

SQOURCE: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor
Statistics.
" In response to the increased demand for statistical information about the foreign born,
questions on nativity, citizenship, year of entry into the United States, and the parental nativity
of respondents were added to the Current Population Survey (CPS) beginning in January
1994. Prior to 1994, the primary sources of data on the foreign born were the decennial
census, two CPS supplements (conducted in April 1983 and November 1989), and, to some
extent, information collected by the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services. Data for 1994
and 1995 had problems and are not strictly comparable with data for 1996 and subsequent
;/ears, thus, only data since 1996 are compiled by BLS.

The total number of unemployed and the unemployment rate for 1996 and 1997 differ slightly
from currently published figures because of the differences in the weights used to calculate
these estimates.
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FROM MICHAEL HOEFER, DIRECTOR OF THE
OFFICE OF IMMIGRATION STATISTICS (OIS), U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY, WITH ADDENDUM

Question#: | 1

Topic: | deportation cost

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How much does deportation cost per individual?
Answer:

The total cost from initial detention to removal of an alien is not tracked, as it varies
depending on the type of immigration proceeding and mode of removal (commercial air,
JPATS, Escorted/Unescorted, etc.). The average removal cost is $1000 and the average
detention cost is $2, 900 (based on a stay of 30 days and at a cost of $97 a day).
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Question#: | 2

Topic: | annual deportation

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many individuals have been deported annually since 1986?
Answer:

More than 2 million aliens have been formally removed from the United States during the
period from 1986-2005 (See Table 1). An additional 24 million aliens have been
removed under voluntary departure procedures during the 1986-2005 periods. Voluntary
departures are a form of relief from formal removal, under which an alien is permitted to
depart the United States voluntarily. Most of the voluntary departures are of Mexican
nationals who have been apprehended by the U.S. Border Patrol and are returned to
Mexico.

Table 1.

ALIENS REMOVED OR EXPELLED: FISCAL YEARS 1986 TO 2005
Year Formal removals ' | Voluntary departures *
1986 24,592 1,586,320
1987 24336 1091203
1988 25,829 911,790
1989 34,427 830,890
1990 30,039 1,022,533
1991 33,189 1,061,105
1992 43.671 1.105.829
1993 42,542 1243.410
1994 45,674 1,029,107
1995 50,924 1,313,764
1996 69,680 573,428
1997 114,432 1,440,684
1998 173,146 1,570,127
1999 181,194 1,574,803
2000 186,391 1,675,827
2001 178,207 1,254,182
2002 150,788 934,463
2003 189,856 888,409
2004 204.290 1,036,133
2005 208,521 965,538

! Formal removals from the United States pursuant to final orders
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Question#: | 2
Topic: | annual deportation
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

of exclusion, deportation, or removal.

% Voluntary departures from the United States that are verified by the Department of
Homeland Security. Voluntary departures are a form of relief from formal removal,
under which an alien is permitted to depart the United States voluntarily. Most of the
voluntary departures are of Mexican nationals who have been apprehended by the U.S.

Border Patrol and are returned to Mexico

Note: Data for 1999 to 2005 reported as of January 2006.

Source: U.S, Department of Homeland Security
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Question#: | 3

Topic: | worksite enforcement

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many immigration related worksite enforcement cases have been brought
annually since 19867

Answer:

The average annual number of administrative arrests as a result of worksite investigations
was more than 6,100 during 1992-1999, decreasing to an average of approximately 1,950
during 2000-03. Data on investigations completed are not available since 2003; however,
a complete series on administrative arrests resulting from employer sanctions
investigations is available since 1986 (Table 2). The average annual number of
administrative arrests was approximately 11,700 from 1995-99, reduced to 660 from
2000-04, but increased to 1,116 in Fiscal Year 2005, and reached 3,667 in Fiscal Year
2006.

TABLE 2

EMPLOYER INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES OF THE INS AND ICE
IMMIGRATION INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

FISCAL YEARS 1986-2006

Notices of
Cases Intent to Final Administrativ
Fiscal Year | completed | Warnings Fine orders e Arrests

1986 968 NA NA NA 12,359
1987 1,749 NA NA NA 1,862
1988 7,953 1,425 1,092 25 3912
1989 11,062 1,199 1,700 375 6,027
1990 10,069 1,375 1,278 898 5,352
1991 7,403 1,179 1,274 946 7,871
1992 7,053 840 1,461 1,063 8,027
1993 6,237 758 1,302 944 7,630
1994 6,169 683 1,063 836 7,554
1995 5,283 550 1,055 909 10,014
1996 5,149 668 1,019 808 14,164
1997 7,537 733 862 777 17,552
1998 7,788 642 1,023 535 13,914
1999 3,898 383 417 297 2,849
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Question#: | 3

Topic: | worksite enforcement

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

2000 1,966 282 178 180 953
2001 1,595 169 100 78 735
2002 2,061 124 53 13 485
2003 2,194 479 162 124 445
2004 NA NA NA NA 685
2005 NA NA NA NA 1,116
2006 NA NA NA NA 3,667

Employer investigations target employers of unauthorized aliens and include criminal
investigations, administrative investigations, auxiliary investigations, ICE Headquarters
Investigation Project, and Department of Labor ESA-91. In FY 2003, also includes
statistics pertaining to Work Site Enforcement National Interest Investigations.

NA - Not available

Sources:

Performance Analysis System (PAS), Department of Homeland Security (Fiscal Years
1986-2003) Treasury Enforcement Communications System (TECS) (Fiscal Years
2004-2006)
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Question#: | 4
Topic: | criminal prosecution cases
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many criminal prosecution cases have been brought against employers
for immigration related offenses annually since 19867

Answer:

The number of prosecutions brought against employers is more appropriately directed to
the U.S. Department of Justice.
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Question#: | 5
Topic: | undocumented immigrants
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of undocumented immigrants in the U.S.?

Answer: The Office of Immigration Statistics estimated that there were 10.5 million
unauthorized residents in the United States as of January 1, 2005 and projects there were
approximately 12 million residents as of January 1, 2007,
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Question#: | 6
Topic: | documented and undocumented
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of undocumented immigrants whose households within
the U.S. contain both documented and undocumented family members?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of households
within the U.S. containing both documented and undocumented family members.
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Question#: | 7
Topic: | household head
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of households headed by an undocumented immigrant but
comprised of both documented and undocumented family members within the U.S.?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of U.S.
households headed by an undocumented immigrant but comprised of both documented
and undocumented family members.
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Question#: | 8
Topic: | outside US
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of undocumented immigrants with family members
(spouse and minor children) outside the U.S.?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of undocumented
immigrants with family members outside the U.S.
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Question#: | 9
Topic: | family members
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of family members (spouse and minor children) of
undocumented immigrants residing outside the U.S?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of family
members (spouse and minor children) of undocumented immigrants residing outside the
United States; however, some older information is available that may be instructive. A
survey conducted of 1.66 million aliens who were granted legalization under the
Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of 1986 based on their residence in the
U.S. of at least 5 years found that these undocumented aliens had an estimated 60,000
spouses and 424,000 children living outside the United States.
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Question#: | 10

Topic: | family backlog

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of people in the family backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

There is currently no government system to determine the number of persons waiting for
a family or employment preference visa number. For many years, the U.S. Department
of State (DOS) published an estimate of the backlog for those abroad based on its files.
The State Department stopped publishing backlog totals in 2000 because by then it was
clear that an increasing percentage of intending immigrants were already in the United
States rather than abroad, and no data were available to estimate those inside the United
States.

The continuing lack of data on persons waiting for a visa number in the United States
makes backlog estimates very difficult to construct. The recent Senate bill (S. 1348) on
comprehensive immigration reform had a proposal that required an estimate of those
persons potentially eligible to immigrate who had been petitioned for before May 2005,
Based on that requirement, and limited to those petitioned for before May 2005, the DHS
estimates that approximately 4.2 million persons are in the family preference backlog as
of March 2007. The number of persons in the backlog who were petitioned for since
May 2005 is unknown, as is the distribution by country of chargeability. The distribution
by preference category is shown below:

Estimated Family Preference Backlog as of March 2007
Limited to Persons Petitioned for before May 2005

Category Number Percent

Family First (Unmarried Sons and

Daughters of Citizens) 373,000 9%
Family 2A (Unmarried Sons and

Daughters of LPRs) 680,000 16%
Family 2B (Unmarried Sons and

Daughters of LPRs) 799,000 19%
Family Third (Married Sons and

Daughters of Citizens) 692,000 16%
Family Fourth (Brothers and Sisters 1,690,000 40%
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Question#: | 10
Topic: | family backlog
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)
[ of Adult Citizens) [ [ |
| Total | 4234000 |  100% |

The estimates were based on the DOS list of persons waiting for a visa waiting abroad,
historical attrition rates in visa usage, historical distributions of those who adjust status
from within the United States as compared to those who enter with a visa, and estimates
of the number of persons with pending family petitions. These estimates will be updated
as the DOS refines their waiting lists.
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Question#: | 11

Topic: | employment backlog

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of people in the employment backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

The number of people in the employment backlog is more difficult to estimate than the
family backlog because 80 percent of employment preference immigrants typically adjust
from within the United States, and there is limited information is available on those
inside the United States.

The estimate of the number of persons in the employment preference waiting list as of
March 2007 is between 500,000 and 550,000 (excluding approximately 27,000 persons
awaiting a labor certification at the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL)). No estimates are
available by preference category or country of chargeability, however, there should be
very few persons waiting for a visa under the first preference because the category has
been current for many years. Within the second preference, nearly all of those waiting
should be from China (mainland) and India.

The estimate has three components:

1) Persons with petitions and/or immigrant adjustment applications pending at the
U.S. Citizenship and lmmigration Service (USCIS) or before the Executive Office
for Immigration Review (EQIR).

2) Persons outside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa to
become available or their application for an immigrant visa to be adjudicated.

3) Persons inside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa
number to become available.
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Question#: | 12
Topic: | drop out
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percent of family based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do not complete
processing) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

Questions 12-13 are more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of State, who
also testified at the hearing,
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Question#: | 13

Topic: | employment based

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percent of employment based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do not
complete processing) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

Questions 12-13 are more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of State, who
also testified at the hearing,
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Question#: | 14

Topic: | permanent residents

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the family

based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status under the family-based

preferences during FYs 2004-06 was 216,500: 134,300 were principals and 82,200 were

dependents (see Table 3).

Table 3

Average Annual N

of Persons Granted Lawful Per

t Resident Status

By Major Category of Admission and Principal/Derivative Status: Fiscal Years 2004 to 2006

Total Principals Derivatives
Category of Admission Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Total 1,115,507 100.0 | 842,850 100.0 | 272,657 100.0
Family-sponsored preferences 216,518 19.4 | 134,282 159 | 82236 30.2
Unmarried sons/daughters of U.S. citizens 25,514 23 18,482 22 7,031 26
Spouses and children of alien residents 101,933 9.1 84,619 10.0 17,314 6.4
Married sons/daughters of U.S. citizens 24,380 22 7616 0.9 16,764 6.1
Siblings of U.S. citizens 64,692 58| 23565 28| 41,127 151
Immediate refatives of U.S. citizens 478,810 42.9 | 478,443 56.8 367 0.1
Spouses 283,727 254 | 283,727 337 0 0.0
Parents 93,363 84 93,363 111 0 00
Children 101,087 9.1 100,720 11.9 367 0.1
Children born abroad to alien residents 634 0.1 634 0.1 0 0.0
Employment-based preferences 187,096 16.8 | 86,157 10.2 | 100,939 37.0
Priority workers 44,327 4.0 18,223 22 26,104 9.6
Professionals with advanced degrees 32,347 29 15,540 18 16,807 6.2
Skilled workers, professionals, unskilled
workers 101,654 9.1 | 48,128 57| 53,526 19.6
Special immigrants 8,360 0.7 4128 0.5 4,232 16
Investors 408 0.0 138 0.0 270 0.1
Diversity programs 46,930 4.2 | 24,358 29| 22,571 8.3
Refugees and Asylees 143,549 12.9 78,878 9.4 64,671 23.7
Refugee adjustments 91,099 8.2 51,042 6.1 40,057 147
Asylee adjustments 52,449 4.7 | 27,836 33| 24614 9.0
Other categories 42,604 3.8 | 40731 4.8 1,873 0.7

Source: U.S. Depariment of Homeland Security, Computer Linked Application Information Management System (CLAIMS), Legal Immigrant Data, Fiscal

Years 2004 to 2008.
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Question#: | 14
Topic: | permanent residents
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)
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Question#: | 15
Topic: | percentage
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the family based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Family-based preference immigrants accounted for 19.4 percent of all
immigrants admitted during FYs 2004-06. Family-based preference principals accounted
for 15.9 percent of all principals, and their family members accounted for 30.2 percent of
all derivatives (see Table 3.)
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Question#: | 16

Topic: | employment based

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the
employment based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status under the employment-
sponsored preferences during FYs 2004-06 was 187,100: 86,000 were principals and
100,700 were dependents (see Table 3).
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Question#: | 17
Topic: | percentage
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the employment based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Employment-sponsored preference immigrants accounted for 16.8 percent of all
immigrants admitted during FYs 2004-06. Employment-sponsored preference principals
accounted for 10.2 percent of all principals, and their family members accounted for 36.9

percent of all derivatives (see Table 3.)
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Question#: | 18
Topic: | humanitarian
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the
humanitarian categories (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status as refugees or asylees
during FY's 2004-06 was 143,500: 78,900 were principals and 64,700 were dependents
(see Table 3 in the answer to question 22).
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Question#: | 19
Topic: | percentage
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the humanitarian categories (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Refugees and asylees accounted for 12,9 percent of all immigrants admitted
during FY's 2004-06. Refugee and asylee principals accounted for 9.4 percent of all
principals, and their family members accounted for 23.7 percent of all derivatives.
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Question#: | 20
Topic: | diversity based
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the diversity
based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status under the diversity program
during FY's 2004-06 was 46,900: 24,400 were principals and 22,600 were dependents.
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Question#: | 21
Topic: | percentage
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the diversity based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Diversity immigrants accounted for 4.2 percent of all immigrants admitted
during FY's 2004-06. Diversity principals accounted for 2.9 percent of all principals, and
their family members accounted for 8.3 percent of all derivatives.
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Question#: | 22
Topic: | Entering U.S.
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many immigrants have entered the U.S. illegally each year since 1986?

Answer:

The number of immigrants who enter the United States illegally each year is unknown;
however, the Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) estimates that the net increase in the
resident illegal alien population has averaged approximately 500,000 persons per year
since 1990. The gross number of entrants exceeds 500,000 by an unknown amount.
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Question#: | 23
Topic: | visa overstays
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many immigrants overstayed their visas each year since 19867

Answer: The number of persons who overstay each year is unknown, but some estimates
from the early 1990s place the percentage of illegal immigrants who overstayed their
visas at between 30 and 40 percent.
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Question#: | 24

Topic: | unemployment

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the overall unemployment rate in the U.S. each year since
19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.




210

Question#: | 25
Topic: | number of unemployed
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of unemployed individuals in the U.S. each year since

19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 26
Topic: | immigrant unemployment
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the unemployment rate of immigrants in the U.S. each year

since 19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.




212

Question#: | 27
Topic: | mumber of unemployed immigrants
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the number of unemployed immigrants in the U.S. each year

since 19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 28

Topic: | illegal immigrant unemploy ment rate

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the unemployment rate of illegal immigrants in the U.S. each
year since 19867

Answer: The unemployment rate of illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year since 1986
is unknown.
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Question#: | 29

Topic: | number of unemployed illegal immigrants

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the number of unemployed illegal immigrants in the U.S. each
year since 19867

Answer: The number of unemployed illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year since 1986
is unkown.
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Question#: | 30
Topic: | american workers
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the unemployment rate of American workers each year since

19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 31
Topic: | number of unemployed American workers
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the number of unemployed American workers each year since

19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 32
Topic: | family based
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through a family
based preference each year since 19907

Answer:

The unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through a family based preference
each year since 1990 is unknown.
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Question#: | 33
Topic: | employment based
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through an
employment based preference each year since 1990?

Answer:

The unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through an employment based
preference each year since 1990 is unknown.
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Question#: | 34

Topic: | unlimited access

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: Given unlimited access, what is the number of people in the world who are
willing come to the U.S. if they could each year?

Answer:

The number of people who want to come to the United States is unknown, but an
indicator of the large number of people who wish to immigrate is the numbers who apply
for the 50,000 visas available under the Diversity Lottery each year. Persons applying
need to have either a high school education or its equivalent, defined as successful
completion of a 12-year course of elementary and secondary education; or two years of
work experience within the past five years in an occupation requiring at least two years of
training or experience to perform. Nationals from the leading immigrant countries are
not allowed to participate in the program. Despite the exemption of the 18 leading
countries, there were over 6.4 million applications in 2008. Taking into account
dependents, there were more than 10 million participants.
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Question#: | 35

Topic: | naturalization rates

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What are the naturalization rates, by year, for immigrants in the U.S. since
1970?

Answer:

Approximately 60 percent of immigrants entering from 1973 to 1985 have naturalized as
of 2005. Immigrants may naturalize any time after 5 years of lawful permanent residence
so the rate of naturalization for this cohort of immigrants will continue to increase in the
future. Immigrants admitted since 1985 have lower overall rates because they have been
in the U.S. for fewer years, but they have a higher rate of naturalization 10 years after
they immigrated compared to earlier cohorts. About 33 percent of immigrants admitted
before 1986 had naturalized after 10 years, while between 45 and 50 percent of
immigrants admitted from 1992-95 had naturalized after 10 years residence. It is not
known whether the recent increase in naturalization after 10 years will result in an
increase in lifetime naturalization rates, or simply more rapid naturalization.
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Question#: | 36

Topic: | median annual income

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the median annual income of an undocumented immigrant household?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the median annual income of
an undocumented immigrant household; however, some older information is available
that may be instructive. A survey conducted of 1.66 million aliens who were granted
legalization under the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of 1986 based on
their residence in the U.S. of at least 5 years found that the median annual income was
$15,364 in 1987. The mean family income for undocumented households was $18,196,
which compared to the U.S. resident mean of $30,853 in 1987.
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Question#: | 37

Topic: | social security

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question:
Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year (both legal and otherwise),
in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

As shown in Table VI.D3 of the 2007 Trustees Report, a reduction in annual ultimate net
immigration of about one-fourth (from 900,000 to 672,500) would result in acceleration
of the Trust Fund exhaustion date by about 1.4 years (this rounds to 2 years, from 2041 to
2039, in the 2007 Trustees Report). A complete elimination of net immigration going
forward would accelerate the exhaustion year of the Trust Funds by approximately 6
years, from 2041 to 2035.

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year (both
legal and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund would be exhausted in 2039 assuming 672,500
immigrants per year. These results reflect the Trustees’ high-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other assumptions the same as for the intermediate
alternative II “best estimate.” (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D.
Long-range Sensitivity Analysis, Table V1L.D3, D3,
http:/fwww.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TR0O7/V] LRsensitivity html#wp92900).

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year (both
legal and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund would be exhausted in 2041 assuming 900,000
immigrants per year. This represents the Trustees’ intermediate alternative II estimate.
(Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D. Long-range Sensitivity
Analysis, Table VILD3,
http://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TR0O7/VI_LRsensitivity.html#wp92900).

Question:
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Question#: | 37

Topic: | social security

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year {(both
legal and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund would be exhausted in 2043 assuming 1,300,000
immigrants per year. These results reflect the Trustees’ low-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other assumptions the same as for the intermediate
alternative II best estimate. (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D.
Long-range Sensitivity Analysis, Table VLD3,

http://www.ssa.gov/QACT/TR/TR07/VI LRsensitivity. html#wp92900).

Question:
Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year, what would be the Social
Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Auswer:

Table VI.D3 of the 2007 Trustees Report shows summarized 25-year, 50-year, and 75-
year cost rates under a reduction in ultimate annual net immigration of about one-fourth
from Altemmative Il assumptions (from 900,000 to 672,500). A complete elimination of
net immigration going forward would result in an increase in summarized cost rates from
alternative T projections, which is about four times the projected increase going from net
annual ultimate immigration of 900,000 individuals to 672,500 individuals. The
summarized cost rates would increase from 14.13 percent of payroll to about 14.55 for
the 25-year period, from 15.33 to about 16.13 percent for the 50-year period, and from
15.87 to about 16.75 percent of payroll for the 75-year period.

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year, what
would be the Social Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund summarized cost rates assuming 672,500 immigrants per
year would be: 14.26 percent of taxable payroll for the 25-year period from 2007-31,
15.53 percent for the 50-year period from 2007-56, and 16.09 percent for the 75-year
period from 2007-81, This result reflects the Trustees’ high-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other estimates the same as the alternative II best-
estimate assumptions. (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D. Long-
range Sensitivity Analysis, Table VI.D3,

http://'www ssa gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI_LRsensitivity. html#wp92900).
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Question#: | 37

Topic: | social security

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year, what
would be the Social Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund summarized cost rates assuming 900,000 immigrants per
year would be: 14,13 percent of taxable payroll for the 25-year period from 2007-31,
15.33 percent for the 50-year period from 2007-56, and 15.87 percent for the 75-year
period from 2007-81, This represents the Trustees alternative II estimates (best
estimates). (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D. Long-range
Sensitivity Analysis, Table VLD3,
http//www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI_LRsensitivity html#wp92900).

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year, what
would be the Social Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund summarized cost rates assuming 1,300,000 immigrants
per year would be: 13.96 percent of taxable payroll for the 25-year period from 2007-31,
15.05 percent for the 50-year period from 2007-56, and 15.57 percent for the 75-year
period from 2007-81. These results reflect the Trustees’ low-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other assumptions the same as for the intermediate
alternative 1l best estimates. (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix V1, D.
Long-range Sensitivity Analysis, Table V1.D3,
http//www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI_LRsensitivity. html#wp92900).
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Question#: | 38

Topic: | percentage of illegal border crossers

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Steve King

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

https://ect.dhs gov/ig/workflow_edit.aspx?cid=690360&tabid=

Question: What percentage of illegal border crossers are interdicted/apprehended while
trying to enter the United States illegally?

Answer:
No reliable information is available on the percentage of illegal border crossers are
interdicted/apprehended while trying to enter the United States illegally.
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Question#: | 39

Topic: | population eligible to naturalize

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Steve King

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: When explaining the declining naturalization rates quoted from Appendix B of
the USCIS pamphlet Helping Immigrants Become New Americans: Communities

Discuss the Issues you said that one factor is that some lawful permanent residents go
back to their native countries. However, if they have abandoned their lawful permanent
resident status they can no longer be considered as being eligible to naturalize. Your
figures appear to include only those who are eligible to naturalize. In fact, the 2002
figure specifically states that it represents the “Population eligible to naturalize in 2002.”
Can you clarify your explanation?

Answer: The USCIS pamphlet titled “Helping Immigrants Become New Americans:
Communities Discuss the Issues” cites data from multiple sources. The first part of the
table at the top of page 14 showing percent naturalized by period of entry is based on
population data from the 2000 census. The bottom half of the table provides information
developed by the Office of Immigration Statistics showing estimates of the number of
lawful permanent residents in the United States as of 2002 (11.4 million), the number
eligible to naturalize (7.8 million), and the number of persons who naturalized in Fiscal
Year 2002 (574,000). I was confused as to the source of the data quoted at the hearing so
my answer was not as clear as it could have been.

It is true that the number eligible to naturalize provided in the bottom section of the table
only include those in the United States, but the question I was asked was whether the
trend in persons naturalized has increased or decreased. The data provided in the report
can not answer the question. Tn fact, the first part of the table on page 14 shows the
naturalization proportions for the population as of 2000. The percent naturalized is
highest for those immigrating before 1979 because they have had more years to
naturalize and it is likely that those who didn’t naturalize have emigrated, further
inflating the percent naturalized. Those that entered between 1990-2000 had the lowest
percent naturalized partly because some are not eligible to naturalize (i.e. they are here
illegally or haven’t met the residence requirement).

The only way to determine if naturalization rates are increasing or decreasing is to follow
legal immigrant cohorts over time as provided in my written testimony and in response to
question 37. It is difficult to conclusively determine if naturalization rates have changed
over time because the rates can always change for a particular immigrant cohort until all
have died. We have found that about 60 percent of legal immigrants eventually
naturalize but the percent of those who naturalize after 10 years has increased from 34
percent for those entering as immigrants from 1981-85 to 46 percent for those entering
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Question#: | 39
Topic: | population eligible to naturalize
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Steve King
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

from 1991-95. This does not necessarily mean that the eventual rates are increasing;
instead, the only conclusion that can be drawn at this time is that aliens are naturalizing
sooner. It will take years to determine if the 1991-95 immigrant cohort naturalizes at a
higher rate than those who entered in 1981-85.

A Fact Sheet titled “Naturalization Rate Estimates: Stock vs. Flow,” which is available
on the OIS website and is attached may provide further explanation for interpreting
naturalization rate information. We developed this fact sheet because many of our data
users were confused between population (stock) and administrative (flow) data, and how
to interpret each set of data.
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ADDENDUM

Naturalization Rate Estimates:

Stock vs. Flow

DERERH D, F. CORMWELL
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FROM CHARLES OPPENHEIM, CHIEF,
VIsA CONTROL AND REPORTING DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#10)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration reform:
Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:
What is the number of people in the family backlog broken down by preference
category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

The following two charts reflect the current status of the family categories both in
terms of total applications pending and country of chargeability for applicants
registered abroad. The charts do not reflect those who may adjust status in the
United States. Chart 1 shows the country breakout by family category for the
countries with the largest numbers. Chart 2 gives the status of active immigrant
visas by family category. No other single country has a significant number of
applicants. The Department can provide specifics on any particular country at the

Committee’s request.
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CHART 1
ACTIVE IMMIGRANT VISA APPLICANTS
Registered at the National Visa Center

Family Preference Categories

Foreign

State F1 F2A F2B F3 F4 Total
China 2,231 5,453 17,110 19,610 106,954 151,358
India 1,183 3,702 8,404 29,682 85,822 128,793
Mexico 46,065 221,293 218,356 58,452 445,424 989,590
Philippines 41,872 12,043 47,738 129,031 192,078 422,762
All Others 75,767 119,517 187,774 210,635 479575 1,073,268
Grand

Total 167,118 362,008 479,382 447,410 1,309,853 2,765,771
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CHART 2
ACTIVE IMMIGRANT VISA APPLICANTS
Registered at the National Visa Center

Family Preference by Calendar Year of Petition

Family
F1 F2A F2B F3 F4  Total
1980 0 0 0 0 991 991
1981 0 0 0 0 656 656
1982 0 0 0 0 977 977
1983 0 0 0 0 2317 2,317
1984 0 0 0 0 12244 12,244
1985 0 0 0 0 13056 13,056
1986 0 0 0 0 13344 13,344
1987 0 0 0 0 15588 15,588
1988 195 27 61 544 16476 17,303
1989 356 10 3 555 16500 17,452
1990 449 21 80 1418 18756 20,724
1991 1295 81 481 10375 21584 33,816
1992 9714 302 50830 23560 17473 101,879
1993 9485 254 43658 25814 21085 100,296
1994 7401 620 29305 17406 39678 94,410
1995 8360 2318 22437 15595 79800 128,510
1996 9903 2736 28240 14254 103912 159,045

1997 10941 5057 55035 17652 135761 224,446
1998 8902 6580 38699 19248 113958 187,387
1999 8041 11882 23540 50919 105791 200,173
2000 10487 27407 24281 75264 114625 252,064
2001 23133 125197 49550 71572 317103 586,555

2002 15993 42224 27221 28008 79780 193,226
2003 13272 46254 27086 21006 21590 129,208
2004 12226 59043 32987 21007 9159 134,422
2005 11321 26394 19008 22420 11223 90,366
2006 5644 5601 6852 10793 6426 35,316

Grand Total 167,118 362,008 479,382 447,410 1,309,853 2,765,771

As of March 27, 2007
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#11)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration
reform: Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:

What is the number of people in the employment backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

The following two charts reflect the current status of the employment
categories both in terms of total applications pending and country of
chargeability for applicants registered abroad. The charts do not reflect
those who may adjust status in the United States. Chart 1 shows the country
breakout by employment category for the countries with the largest numbers
of applicants. Chart 2 gives the status of active immigrant visas by
employment category. No other single country has a significant number of
applicants. The Department can provide specifics on any particular country

at the Committee’s request.
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EMPLOYMENT PREFERENCE CATEGORIES

CHART 1
Foreign
State El
China 251
India 232
Mexico 137
Philippines 35
All Others 2,644
Grand 3,299

Total

E2
508
1,992
17

31
1,357

3,905

E3
3,069
8,067

903

21,963

13,202

47,294

EW
1,516
71
316
292
1,028

4,123

ES
93

178

271

Total
5,438
10,406
1,412
22,342
19,848

59,446
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CHART 2
ACTIVE IMMIGRANT VISA APPLICANTS
Registered at the National Visa Center

Employment Preference by Calendar Year of Petition

Grand
E1 E2 E3 EW 3rd 4th Sth Total
Total Total Total
1988 0 0 6 208 214 0 0 214
1989 0 0 2 3 5 0 0 5
1990 0 0 6 24 30 0 0 30
1991 0 0 0 5 0 0 5
1992 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 3
1993 0 1 1 2 0 0 3
1994 5 2 8 12 20 5 0 32
1995 4 3 42 1 43 2 0 52
1996 1 7 40 0 40 3 0 51
1997 3 10 71 2 73 2 3 91
1998 7 13 124 6 130 7 0 157
1999 10 19 110 7 117 2 0 148
2000 33 30 255 16 271 5 1 340
2001 76 190 2508 213 2721 34 0 3021
2002 146 222 4032 293 4345 31 0 4744
2003 281 343 5456 765 6221 64 0 6909
2004 491 468 5952 331 6283 203 9 7454
2005 970 889 10732 1713 12445 142 24 14470
2006 1230 1696 17873 520 18393 54 211 21584
2007 42 12 56 0 56 0 23 133

Grand 3299 3905 47294 4123 S1417 554 271 59446
Total

Applicants on file at NVC as of March
27, 2007
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#12)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration
reform: Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:

What is the percent of family-based beneficiaries “dropout™ (i.e. do not
complete process) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

Answer:

When a numerically controlled family preferences case is eligible for
processing which could lead to the issuance of a visa, the State Department’s
National Visa Center sends out an “agent of choice™ letter. This letter is
notification that action on the case may be initiated, and that the applicants
should reply back to the National Visa Center. The following chart shows
the percentages of applicants who did not respond to notifications sent prior

to April 30, 2006.

Category Notified No Response Percentage
F1 75,938 10,450 13.8%
F2A 170,412 48,693 28.6%
F2B 119,580 43,853 36.7%
F3 33,273 4,272 12.8%
F4 187.601 53.665 28.6%

Average 586,804 160,933 27.4%
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#13)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration
reform: Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:

What is the percent of employment-based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do
not complete processing) once a visa is available per year since 19907
Answer:

When a numerically controlled employment-based case is eligible for
processing which could lead to the issuance of a visa, the State Department’s
National Visa Center sends out an “agent of choice™ letter. This letter is
notification that action on the case may be initiated, and that the applicants
should reply back to the National Visa Center. The following chart shows
the percentages of applicants who did not respond to notifications sent prior

to April 30, 2006.

Category Notified No Response Percentage
E1l 950 82 8.6%
E2 467 61 13.1%
E3 10,950 742 6.8%
EW 485 68 14.0%
E4 599 38 6.3%

Average 13,451 991 7.4%
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ADDITIONAL ANSWER TO QUESTION POSED DURING THE HEARING BY THE HONORABLE
ZOE LOFGREN FROM CHARLES OPPENHEIM, CHIEF, VISA CONTROL AND REPORTING

D1visSION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

June 6, 2007
Charles Oppenheim
Page 71

Lines 1457 - 1467

Ms. Lofgren. I am interested in the inadmissibility grounds on Figure 16.

By far, the greatest on the bar chart is immigration violations. And T am

mterested—I am sure it is many things, but one of the questions that people

have suggested is that the 3-and 10-year bars actually ended up being a

substantial issue for immediate relatives. And you hear that the waivers are

backing up and the like. Can you address that, Mr. Oppenheim? Do you

know the answer?

Mr. Oppenheim. Below is the data you requested:

212(a)(9)(B)(I) for Immediate Relative Visa Categories

Fiscal Year
FY 2007
FY 2006
FY 2005
FY 2004
FY 2003
FY 2002
FY 2001
FY 2000

Refused

217
229
123

90

&9
145
273
470

Unlawfully present 181-364 days

Waived Overcome
105 93
68 78
46 63
51 38
63 41
162 72
338 186
188 40
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212(a)(9)(B)(II) Immediate Relative Visa Categories
Unlawfully present 365 or more days

Fiscal Year Refused Waived Overcome
FY 2007 7,880 5,313 0
FY 2006 7,794 2,601 1
FY 2005 3,125 1,524 1
FY 2004 1,853 1,205 1
FY 2003 1,216 967 0
FY 2002 1,218 2,387 2
FY 2001 3,197 4,049 0
FY 2000 3,515 629 1

Note: The "refused" total includes all refusals under 9B1 or 9B2, regardless
of whether or not they were subsequently overcome/waived.

During FY 2000-2002, there were more overcomes/waivers than refusals.
This is because these overcome/waived cases refer back to a prior year's
refusal. It appears that during that period there was a backlog in waiver
approvals at DHS.

Tt is also important to note that each action (i.e., the refusal and the
overcome/waiver) is reported independently, in the fiscal year during which
the action occurred. The overcomes/waivers are not linked to specific
refusals; each action is reported for workload purposes when it occurs.

Also, the 9B1s are only subject to a 3-year bar, whereas 9B2s are subject to
a 10-year bar. Therefore, 9B1 refusals can be overcome/waived much faster
than 9B2 refusals. It is possible for an applicant to be refused in one fiscal
year and then overcome that refusal in a subsequent year.
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