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EMERGING VOICES, BUILDING A STRONG CALIFORNIA

The fifth Immigrant Day event will take place May 9, 2000, in
Sacramento, marking thefifth timein four yearsimmigrantsand advo-
cateswill gather inthe state’ scapital to voicetheir concernsto legida
tors and other government officials. Sponsored by the California
Immigrant Welfare Collaborative, thisyear’ sevent will carry thetheme
“Emerging Voices: Buildinga Strong California.”

“We are expecting an enthusiastic, committed group,” Rini
Chakraborty, CIWC Policy Analyst, observed. “Thisisapivotal year
forimmigrants’ rightsand it isimperative that we send astrong mes-
sagetoour legidators. We can dothisbest by personally calling onand
holding them accountable for immigrant communities’ losses under
welfarereform,” shesaid.

Organizersare gearing up for the needs of event participantsand are
calling on agencies and individual sto help with the costs of transport-
ing, feeding, and housing them. “Wereally need support in anumber of
ways,” Jenny Ocon, statewide event coordinator, remarked. “Weneed
to get theword out, but we al so need peopleto support thiseffort with

Home Visits to Calworks
Applicants in L.A. County
Netting Mixed Results

Home visitation, which wasrecently implemented asapil ot project
in Los Angeles County, is producing mixed results, advocates report.
Purportedly undertaken to help the county detect fraud and better
provide supportive services, the program requires that CalWORK s
applicantsreceive unannounced visitsfrom county officialsbeforetheir
applications for this safety net program are processed. Results mea-
suring whether home visits have reduced fraud or improved the provi-
sion of servicesare, advocates believe, inconclusive at best. Instead,
they are concerned that the pilot may be deterring otherwise eligible
immigrantsfrom enrolling in Ca WORK sand other vital socia service
programs.

Authorized by a vote of its board of supervisors, Los Angeles
County’ shome visits program was launched on Sept. 15, 1999. Lim-
ited to apilot initiative covering four Dept. of Public Social Services
(DPSS) offices (Belvedere, East Valey, Exposition Park, and Lancagter),
the program hasthusfar identified lessthan one percent of all applica-
tionstaken at those officesthat were eventually denied dueto positive

Pleasesee” Home Visits,” page 2, column 1

Immigrant Day 2000 Planning Gears Up

their funds so that we can provide adequate transportation.”
According to Ocon, who served previously asimmigrant assis-
tance program director for the Northern California Codlition for Im-
migrant Rights (NCCIR), the day’ seventswill consist of thefollowing:
 apressconferenceto openthe day’ seventsthat will providethe
mediainformation onimmigrants rightsgroups’ state policy agenda;
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DHS Issues ACL Limiting Use of
Non-INS Public Charge Materials

Inasurprising development, the California Dept. of Health Services
(DHS) hasissued an All County Letter (ACL) that directs counties
throughout the state not to disseminate any public charge educational
materials except those produced by the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service. Entitled “ Settlement in the case of Rociov. Belshe,” ACL
No. 00-12 was released on Mar. 4, 2000, ostensibly to describe the
terms of the settlement reached in that litigation. Although theinstruc-
tioniscontained in the passagethat closesthe ACL, immigrants' rights
advocatesworry that it may halt counties’ effortsto develop innova-
tive, user-friendly means of explaining which programsimmigrants may
use without jeopardizing their immigration status.

According to advocates, the ACL'slimit on distributing public charge
materials overlooksthefact that the INS has not translated the pieces
cited in the ACL beyond Spanish. Although affected populations
include significant numbers of personswho speak only Chinese, Ko-
rean, Armenian, and other languages other than English or Spanish, the
INS has thus far declined requests to produce relevant tranglations.
Moreover, advocates point out, directing countiesto distribute only the
current INS materials likely contravenes state and federal laws that
require linguistically appropriate notices for the communities served
by county offices.

With the exception of the pamphlet “ Quick Guideto Public Charge
and Receipt of Public Benefits,” which wasreleased on Oct. 18, 1999,
the other INS-produced material sreferenced inthe ACL are not user-
friendly and areintended instead for either immigration law practitio-
ners or community-based service providers. Y et, advocateswarn, this
latest ACL would keep Medi-Cal enrollment personnel from distribut-
ing simple-to-understand material sthat have already been developed
through collaborative efforts between county Medi-Cal staff and com-

Please see” Public ChargeMaterials,” page2, column1
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Immigrant Day 2000 (continued frompage1)

» anoon rally to focus messages on arange of immigrants’ rights
issues and at which members of immigrant communities will have a
chanceto addressthe crowd; and

* legidativevisitsto elected representativesthat will, among other
things, provide newly arrived immigrantswith anintroductionto U.S.
politics.

“It isimportant to remind these el ected officials that immigrants
work, pay taxes, contribute to the current economic boom, yet are cut
out of safety net services, and are not reaping the benefits of their hard
work,” explained Chakraborty. “Thisyear wefedl itisimportant totie
labor into the event because of the events happening nationally,” she
noted, referring to the recent AFL-CIO call for an end to employer
sanctionsand for amnesty under theimmigration law for undocumented
immigrants (see“ AFL-CIO Callsfor Repeal of Employer Sanctions
and Enactment of aNew L egalization Program” inthe National Immi-

gration Law Center’ sIMMIGRANTS' RIGHTS UPDATE, Apr. 11, 2000,
p. 12).

With less than one month remaining before the event, outreach to
promote Immigrant Day iscontinuing. Multilingua flyers, availablein
Chinese, Russian, Spanish, and Vietnamese, areenclosed with thisnews-
letter. Besides Ocon, Edwin Rodriguez of the NCCIR and SylviaMora
of the Codlition for Humane Immigrant Rightsof Los Angelesarefacili-
tating regiona event planning in northern and southern Cdifornia. Dennis
Kao of the Asian Pacific American Legal Center iscoordinating visits
with elected officialsfrom southern California, while Ocon plansthe
same with officehol ders representing northern California.

Ocon can bereached at 510-663-8282, ext. 304; Moracan bereached
at 213-353-1340, and Rodriguez can bereached at 415-243-8215, ext.
313. Monetary donationsto help defray event expenses can be made
out to “National Immigration Law Center,” marked “For Immigrant
Day 2000,” and sent to: Attn: Mike Mufioz, National Immigration
Law Center, 3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 2850, Los Angeles, CA 90010.

Public Charge Materials (continued frompage1)

munity-based agencies that emphasized the use of focus groups and
client testing.

Local public charge advocacy efforts have stressed that immigration
guestions should bereferred to immigration service providers, while
recognizing that Medi-Cal personnel areavital link to individualsin
greatest need of theinformation. The state’ sinstruction would, advo-
cates fear, keep counties from referring clients to those immigration
service providers and instead compel Medi-Cal personnel to provide
only phone numbers to INS information lines—numbers immigrant
clientsarenot likely to call.

Attorneysinvolved in the Rocio case have confirmed that the state’ s
ingtruction to countiesregarding public chargeinformation fallsoutside
the scope of the settlement reached in that litigation. Under the
settlement’ s terms, the state is clearly free to allow distribution of
public chargeinformational notices, and only investigators, investiga-

tive staff, and workers are prevented from giving specific information
advice on public charge to Medi-Cal applicants and recipients. The
DHS apparently issued the ACL before the judge’ s final ruling was
issuedin Rocio.

Advocates have sent noticeto the DHS urging the agency to rescind
the ACL as soon as possible and clarify that the Rocio settlement’s
terms require only that Medi-Cal staff refrain from answering indi-
vidual immigration questions. Advocates strongly urgethat instruc-
tionsdiscouraging public charge outreach by county personnel be deleted.

In response to the INS's refusal to trangdlate its client flyer into
languages other than Spanish, the Californialmmigrant Welfare Col-
|aborative agencies have coordinated the trand ation of the INS s* Quick
Guide” into asmany languages as possible and are seeking to havethe
agency accredit those tranglations. Vigorous local advocacy efforts
have also persuaded L os Angeles County’ s Dept. of Public Social Ser-
vices to develop its own flyer, which is being translated into nine

languages.

Home VISItS (continued frompage 1)

fraud findings.

Since the pilot’s inception, according to figures reported by Los
Angeles County, more than 3,511 home visits were made to 2,355
potentially eligible applicants (the discrepancy stems from the fact
that second or third visit attempts were made for some applicants).
Out of these applicants, 157, or 6.6 percent, werereferred tothe DPSS's
Early Fraud Investigation unit. Out of those 157 applications, 140
investigations were conducted and 93 concluded with “ positive find-
ings of fraud.” The county further notes that of the 93 applications
resulting in “positive findings” of fraud, only 18—or lessthan 1 per-
cent of the 2,355 applications—were denied as aresult of work con-
ducted by Early Fraud Investigation, whilethe remaining 75 still have
action pending.

Of the applications denied due to positive findings of fraud, only
five were referred to supportive services, such as domestic violence
services, mental health or substance abuse treatment, child care, or
transportation. More importantly, advocates point out, the vast ma-
jority of denialsissued under the home visitation pilot have stemmed
from applicants' failure to be at home to receive the second or third
homevisit. Guidelinesfor the program requirethat applicantsbe given

three opportunitiesto “ connect” with these unannounced visitors be-
foretheir applications are approved or denied.

Because operating policy for home visits instructs workers not to
identify themselves as county employees until after the person at the
door identifies her or himself asthe applicant, immigrants’ rightsadvo-
catesworry that immigrants are being denied aid unfairly. Applicants
who refused entry, or applicants who were found to be “not living at
the address” or who refused to cooperate with the home visit could
have been recently arrived immigrants anxious about government offi-
ciasvisiting their homes. Or the family member who answered the
door may have denied the visitors entry or denied knowing the appli-
cant dueto language difficultiesand other fears.

According to attorneys who filed a lawsuit to challenge the Los
Angeles County program, state law does not require homevisitsasa
condition of eligibility for ClWORKSs. The suit seeks a permanent
end to these visits (see “Advocates Fail to Win TRO to Stop L.A.
County’ sHome Visit Program,” CALIFORNIA UPDATE, Oct. 15, 1999,
p. 1). Court documentsin that case show that county officialsthem-
selves admit that 96 percent of applicantswho have been subjected to
home visits are not committing welfare fraud. The county board of
supervisorsisset to review the program'’ sresults before deci ding whether
to expand the program countywide.




