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Cover: Since passage of the Amerasian Homecoming Act of 1988, over 56,000 Amerasian youths

from Vietnam and accompanying family members have resettled in America. ORR-funded language
and employment training helps them obtain self-sufficiency. (Photo by Mark Halevi)




Above: Clandestine departures from Vietnam in flimsy and unseaworthy vessels prompted the
establishment of the Orderly Departure Program (ODP). Over 40,000 Vietnamese entered the U.S.
under the ODP in FY 1992. (Photo courtesy United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees)



HUYEN- NG&GA

Report to

the Congress January 31,1993

Refugee
Resettlement

Program

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Administration for Children and Families
Office of Refugee Resettlement



Report to Congress

The Refugee Act of 1980 created the Refugee Resettlement Program to provide for the effective resettle-
ment of refugees and to assist them to achieve economic self-sufficiency as quickly as possible. Since
1980, the domestic resettlement program has been the responsibility of the Office of Refugee Resettlement
(ORR), 370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20447. ORR is an office of the Administra-

tion for Children and Families (ACF) in the Depanment of Health and Human Services. For further infor-
mation, call (202) 401-9246.
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Executive Summary

The Refugee Act of 1980 (section 413(a) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act) requires the Secre-
tary of Health and Human Services, in consultation
with the U.S. Coordinator for Refugee Affairs, to
submit an annual report to Congress on the Refugee
Resettlement Program. This report covers refugee
program developments in Fiscal Year 1992—from
October 1, 1991 through September 30, 1992. It is the
twenty-sixth in a series of reports to Congress on
refugee resettlement in the U.S. since 1975—and the
twelfth to cover an entire year of activities carried
out under the comprehensive authority of the
Refugee Act of 1980.

Admissions

o Approximately 131,600 refugees and Amerasian
immigrants were admitted to the United States
in FY 1992, including 860 under private sector
funding.

® About 46 percent came from Eastern Europe
and the former Soviet Union, 39 percent from
Southeast Asia, six percent from the Near East
and South Asia, four percent from Africa, and
three percent from Latin America and the
Caribbean.

Imitial Reception and Placement Activities

e In FY 1992, twelve non-profit organizations were
responsible for the reception and initial place-
ment of refugees through cooperative agree-
ments with the Department of State.

Domestic Resettlement Program

o Refugee Appropriations: The Office of Refugee
Resettlement (ORR) obligated approximately
$410.6 million in FY 1992 for the costs of assist-
ing refugees and Cuban and Haitian entrants. Of
this, States received about $304 million for the
costs of providing cash and medical assistance to
eligible refugees, aid to refugee children, social
services, and State and local administrative costs.

Social Services: In FY 1992, ORR provided
States with $68 million in formula grants for a
broad range of services for refugees, such as
English language and employment-related train-
ing.

Targeted Assistance: In FY 1992, ORR directed
$43.9 million in targeted assistance funds to sup-
plement available services in areas with large
concentrations of refugees and entrants.

Unaccompanied Minors: Since 1979, a total of
10,638 minors have been cared for until they
were reunited with relatives or reached the age
of emancipation. The number remaining in the
program as of September 30, 1992 was 2,149—a
decrease of 312 from a year earlier.

Voluntary Agency Matching Grant Program:
Grants totaling over $39 million were awarded in
FY 1992. Under this program, Federal funds are
awarded on a matching basis to national volun-
tary resettlement agencies to provide assistance
and services to refugees.

Refugee Health: The Public Health Service con-
tinued to monitor the overseas health screening
of U.S.-destined refugees, to inspect refugees at
U.S. ports of entry, to notify State and local
health agencies of new arrivals, and to provide
funds to State and local health departments for
refugee health assessments. Obligations for these
activities amounted to about $5.6 million.

Wilson/Fish Demonstration Projects: ORR
provided $8.6 million to fund demonstration
projects in Oregon, Florida, Alaska, Kentucky,
and California to help refugees find employment
and reduce assistance costs.

National Discretionary Projects: ORR approved
projects totaling approximately $11.8 million to
improve refugee resettlement operations at the
national, regional, State, and community levels.
Six States participated in the Key States Initia-
tive, a program intended to address problems of
persistent welfare dependency, and two Califor-
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nia counties participated in a new Key Counties
Initiative. Projects in another 30 States were ap-
proved as part of the Job Links program, which
seeks to strengthen linkages between employable
refugees and potential employers in communities
with good job opportunities. Other discretionary
projects were concerned with planned secondary
resettlement, business loans to refugee
entreprencurs, and assistance to Vietnamese
political prisoners and Amerasian immigrants.

Key States Initiative (KSI): In Wisconsin, 426
welfare-dependent refugee families became self-
sufficient, and 270 families achiecved welfare
reductions during FY 1992. In Minnesota, 270
welfare-dependent refugee families became self-
sufficient, including 44 who found jobs after
relocation to a community with favorable
employment opportunities. In Washington, a
program to reimburse job-related expenses
helped 554 families become self-sufficient. New
York reported 376 welfare terminations due to
job placements or reassessment of eligibility.

Planned Secondary Resettlement (PSR): As of
September 30, 1992, 580 families (2,400 in-
dividuals) had relocated from communities with
high welfare utilization to self-sufficient com-
munities, and all families found employment
soon after arrival. With the exception of a mere
handful of elderly refugees on SSI, welfare
utilization decreased from 100 percent before
relocation to zero afterwards. Welfare savings
were calculated at $987 a month per family. On
average, the government has been able to recoup
its initial resettlement cost in just eight months.

Program Evaluation: Evaluation studies of the
Key States Initiative continued throughout the
year.

Data and Data System Development: By the
end of FY 1992, ORR’s computerized data sys-
tem on refugees contained records on 1.5 million
refugees who have entered the U.S. since 1975.

Key Federal Activities

® Congressional Consultations for FY 1992 Ad-

missions: Following consultations with Congress,

it

President Bush set a world-wide refugee admis-
sions ceiling at 142,000 for FY 1992, including
10,000 refugee admission numbers contingent on
private sector funding.

Congressional Consultations for FY 1993 Ad-
missions: Following consultations with Con-
gress, President Bush set a world-wide refugee
admissions ceiling at 132,000 for FY 1993, in-
cluding 10,000 refugee admission numbers con-
tingent on private sector funding,

Refugee Population Profile

® Southeast Asians remain the largest group ad-

mitted since 1975, with about 1,030,000 refugees
and 56,000 Amerasian immigrant arrivals. Nearly
321,000 Soviet refugees arrived in the U.S.
during this period.

Other refugees who have arrived since the enact-
ment of the Refugee Act of 1980 include ap-
proximately 40,000 Romanians, 37,000 Iranians,
38,000 Poles, 30,000 Afghans, 31,000 Ethiopians,
and 10,000 Iraqis.

Ten States have Southeast Asian refugee popula-
tions of 20,000 or more and account for about 73
percent of the total Southeast Asian refugee
population in the U.S. The States of California,
Texas, and Washington continue to hold the top
three positions.

Economic Adjustment

e The Fall 1992 annual survey of Southeast Asian

refugees who had been in the U.S. less than five
years indicated that 37 percent of those aged 16
and over were in the labor force, as compared
with 66 percent for the U.S. population as a
whole. Of those in the labor force, about 84 per-
cent were actually able to find jobs, as compared
with 93 percent for the U.S. population.

The jobs that refugees find in the United States
are generally of lower status than those they held
in their country of origin. Forty-two percent of
the employed adults sampled had held white col-
lar jobs in their country of origin, but only 19
percent held similar jobs in the U.S.
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® As in previous surveys, English proficiency was
found to affect labor force participation, un-
employment rates, and earnings. Refugees who
spoke no English had a labor force participation
rate of eight percent and an unemployment rate
of 31 percent; for refugees who claimed to speak
English fluently, the labor force participation
rate was 48 percent and the unemployment rate
was 17.2 percent.

o Refugee houscholds receiving cash assistance
are larger than non-recipient households, have
more children, and have fewer wage earners.
Households mnot receiving any assistance
averaged 2.3 wage earners — illustrating the im-
portance of multiple wage earners within a
household to generate sufficient income to be
economically self-supporting.

iii
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I. INTRODUCTION

Section 413(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (“the Act”) requires the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, in consultation with the U.S. Coor-
dinator for Refugee Affairs, to submit a report to
Congress on the Refugee Resettlement Program not
later than January 31 following the end of each fiscal
year. The Act requires that the report contain the

following:

e An updated profile of the employment and labor
force statistics for refugees who have entered the
United States under the Immigration and
Nationality Act within the period of five fiscal
years immediately preceding the fiscal year
within which the report is to be made and for
refugees who entered earlier and who have
shown themselves to be significantly and dis-
proportionately dependent on welfare (Part III,
pages 52 - 59 of the report);

® A description of the extent to which refugees
received the forms of assistance or services
under Title IV Chapter 2 (entitled “Refugee As-
sistance”) of the Act (Part II, pages 14 - 43); -

® A description of the geographic location of
refugees (Part II, pages 4 - 12 and Part I, pages
50 - 51); :

® A summary of the results of the monitoring and
evaluation of the programs administered by the
Department of Health and Human Services
(Part II, pages 43 - 46) and by the Department
of State (which awards grants to national reset-
tlement agencies for inmitial resettlement of
refugees in the United States) during the fiscal

year for which the report is submitted (Part II,
page 13);

A description of the activities, expenditures, and
policies of the Office of Refugee Resettlement
(ORR) within the Administration for Children
and Families, Department of Health and Human
Services, and of the activities of States, voluntary
resettlement agencies, and sponsors (Part II,
pages 14 - 43 and Appendices C and D);

ORR’s plans for improvement of refugee reset-
tlement (Part IV, pages 63 - 64);

Evaluations of the extent to which the services
provided under Title IV Chapter 2 are assisting
refugees in achieving economic self-sufficiency,
obtaining skills in English, and achieving employ-
ment commensurate with their skills and abilities
(Part I1I, pages 52 - 56);

Any fraud, abuse, or mismanagement which has
been reported in the provision of services or as-
sistance (Part II, pages 44 - 46);

A description of any assistance provided by the
Director of ORR pursuant to section 412(e)(5)
(Part II, page 18);

A summary of the location and status of unac-
companied refugee children admitted to the U.S.
(Part II, page 28); and

A summary of the information compiled and
evaluation made wunder section 412(a)(8),
whereby the Attorney General provides the
Director of ORR information supplied by

Section 412(e)(5) of the Immigration and Nationality Act authorizes the ORR Director to “allow for the provision of medical

assistance . . to any refugee, during the one-year period after entry, who does not qualify for assistance under a State plan

approved under Title XIX of the Social Security Act on account of any resources or income requirement of such plan, but only if

the Director determines that—

(A) this will (i) encourage economic self-sufficiency, or (ii) avoid a significant burden on State and local governments; and

(B) the refugee meets such alternative financial resource and income requirements as the Director shall establish.”
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refugees when they apply for adjustment of
status (Part III, pages 60 - 61).

In response to the reporting requirements listed
above, refugee program developments from October
1, 1991 until September 30, 1992 are described in
Parts II and III. Part IV looks beyond FY 1992 in
discussing the plans of the Director of the Office of
Refugee Resettlement to improve refugee resettle-
ment and program initiatives which continue into FY
1993. This report is the twelfth prepared in accord-
ance with the Refugee Act of 1980 —and the twenty-
sixth in a series of reports to Congress on refugee
resettlement in the United States since 1975.
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Il. REFUGEE RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

Admissions

The Refugee Act of 1980, as codified in the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (“the Act”), estab-
lishes the framework for selecting refugees for ad-

mission to the United States. Section 101(a)(42) of

the Act defines the term “refugee” to mean:

“(A) any person who is outside any country of such
person’s nationality or, in the case of a person having
no nationality, is outside any country in which such
person last habitually resided, and who is unable or
unwilling to return to, and is unable or unwilling to
avail himself or herself of the protection of, that
country because of persecution or a well-founded
fear of persecution on account of race, religion,
nationality, membership in a particular social group,
or political opinion, or

. (B) in such special circumstances as the President
after appropriate consultation (as defined in section
207(e) of this Act) may specify, any person who is
within the country of such person’s nationality or, in
the case of a person having no nationality, within the
country in which such person is habitually residing,
and who is persecuted or who has a well-founded
fear of persecution on account of race, religion,
nationality, membership in a particular social group,
or political opinion. The term “refugee” does not in-
clude any person who ordered, incited, assisted, or
otherwise participated in the persecution of any per-
Son on account of race, religion, nationality, member-
ship in a particular social group, or political
opinion.”

An applicant for refugee admission into the United
States must meet all of the following criteria;

® The applicant must meet the definition of a
refugee in the Act.

® The applicant must be among the types of
refugees determined during the consultation

process to be of special humanitarian concern to
the United States.

® The applicant must be admissible under United
States law.

® The applicant must not be firmly resettled in any
foreign country. (In some situations, the
availability of resettlement elsewhere may also
preclude the processing of applicants.)

Although a refugee may meet the above criteria, the
existence of the U.S. refugee admissions program
does not create an entitlement to enter the United
States. The annual admissions program is a legal
mechanism for admitting an applicant who is among
those persons for whom the United States has a spe-
cial concern, is eligible under one of those priorities
applicable to his or her situation, and meets the
definition of a refugee under the Act, as determined
by an officer of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service. The need for resettlement, not the desire of
a refugee to enter the United States, is a governing
principle in the management of the United States
refugee admissions program.

All persons admitted as refugees are eligible for
refugee benefits described in this report. Certain
other persons admitted to the U.S. under other im-
migration statuses are also eligible for refugee
benefits. Amerasians from Vietnam and their accom-
panying family members, though admitted to the U.S,
as immigrants, are entitled to the same social ser-
vices and assistance benefits as refugees. Certain na-
tionals of Cuba and Haiti, such as public interest
parolees and asylum applicants, may also receive
benefits in the same manner and to the same extent
as refugees, if they reside in States with an approved
Cuban/Haitian Entrant Program.
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In accordance with the Act, the President determines
the number of refugees to be admitted to the U.S.
during each fiscal year after consultations are held
between Executive Branch officials and the Congress
prior to the new fiscal year. The Act also gives the
President authority to respond to unforeseen emer-
gency refugee situations. Under the Act, the U.S.
Coordinator for Refugee Affairs manages the con-
sultation process in the Executive Branch.

As part of the consultation process for FY 1992,
President Bush established a ceiling of 142,000, in-
cluding 10,000 numbers to be set aside for private
sector admissions initiatives. (Presidential Deter-
mination No. 92-2, October 9, 1991.) The admission
of the 10,000 private sector refugees was contingent
upon the availability of private sector funding suffi-
cient to cover the reasonable costs of such admis-
sions. After appropriate consultations with Congress,
President Bush also determined that qualified per-
sons from Vietnam, Laos, the former Soviet Union,
and countries of Latin America and the Caribbean
may be considered refugees while residing in their
countries of nationality or habitual residence.

About 131,600 refugees* and Amerasian immigrants
actually entered the United States in FY 1992, repre-
senting about 93 percent of the ceiling. Only about
860 of these refugees were admitted under the 10,000
ceiling Private Sector Initiative (PSI). The ap-
proximately 113,600 refugees admitted in FY 1991
were 87 percent of the ceiling and included about
1,800 persons admitted under private funding. The
accompanying table presents refugee ceilings and ad-
missions figures for the past decade.

The following section contains information on
refugees who entered the United States and on per-
sons granted asylum in the United States during FY
1992. Particular attention is given to States of initial

resettlement and to trends in refugee admissions. All
tables referenced by number are located in Appendix
A.

Ceilings and Admissions, 1983 to 1992

Year Ceiling Admis- Per-
sions cent¥
1992 142,000 131,611 92.7
1991 131,000 113,582 86.8
1990 125,000 122263 97.8
1989 116,500 106,538 914
1988 87,500 76,733 87.8
1987 70,000 58,865 84.1
1986 67,000 60,554 90.4
1985 70,000 67,167 96.0
1984 72,000 70,601 98.1
1983 90,000 60,036 66.7

* Percent of admissions ceiling actually admitted.

Source: Reallocated ceilings from Department of
State. Admissions based on ORR data system, as of
December, 1992. Includes Private Sector Initiative ad-
missions.

Arrivals and Countries of Origin

The number of refugees and Amerasian immigrants
entering the United States in FY 1992 (131,611) was
about 16 percent higher than the comparable figure
in FY 1991 (113,582). The table below presents the
number of refugees admitted to the U.S. in the past
decade, as well as total legal immigration during this
period. Refugees have increased as a proportion of
all immigrants between 1983 and 1992. There were
about 11 refugees for every 100 immigrants admitted
to the U.S. in 1983, increasing to about 16 refugees
per 100 immigrants in 1992.

In this report, unless otherwise noted, the terms “refugee” and “arrival” refer both to persons admitted as refugees or as

Amerasian immigrants, but not to Cuban or Haitian nationals designated as entrants.

* %

The procedure for granting asylum to aliens is authorized in section 208(a) of the Immigration and Nationality Act: “The Attorney

General shall establish a procedure for an alien physically present in the United States or at a land border or port of entry,

irrespective of such alien’s status, to apply for asylum, and the alien may be granted asylum in the discretion of the Attorney
General if the Attorney General determines that such alien is a refugee within the meaning of section 101(a)(42)(A).”
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Refugees and Total Immigration:
1983 - 1992

Year Total Refugee Per 100
Immi- Admis- Immi-
gration sions grants

1992 810,635 131,611 16.2

1991 704,005 113,582 16.2

1990 656,111 122,263 18.6

1989 612,110 106,538 17.4

1988 643,025 76,733 119

1987 601,516 58,865 938

1986 601,708 60,554 10.1

1985 570,009 67,167 11.8

1984 543,903 70,601 13.0

1983 559,763 60,036 10.7

Column 3 presents the number of refugees admitted
to the U.S for every 100 legal immigrants.

Source: Immigration figures are from the INS. Total
immigration figures exclude individuals legalized
under the Immigration Reform and Control Act of
1986 (IRCA) and refugee admissions, but include
Amerasian immigrants and refugee adjustments. Im-
migration figures for 1992 are preliminary. Refugee
figures are from ORR data system as of January,
1993, and include Private Sector Initiative and
Amerasian admissions.

Refugees from Southeast Asia (principally Vietnam,
Laos and Cambodia) represented the vast majority of
refugees admitted into the U.S. in each year from
1975 to 1987, and, although comprising less than half
of all refugees admitted since 1988, they remain the
largest refugee group with well over one million ar-
rivals since 1975 (Table 1, Appendix A). In FY 1992,
however, refugees from the former Soviet Union
comprised the largest arrival group, their nearly
60,900 arrivals representing about 46 percent of all
refugee admissions (53 percent, excluding Amerasian
immigrants).

Tables 2 and 3 illustrate trends in the admissions and
proportion of arrivals from different parts of the
world from 1983 to 1992 (1983 is the first year for
which the ORR data system was complete for
refugees from all countries). Southeast Asian
refugees and Amerasian immigrants numbered about
51,400 in FY 1992, representing about 39 percent of
all arrivals. The remaining 15 percent of arrivals were

from countries in the Near East, including Afghanis-
tan, Iran, Iraq and Libya (six percent); Africa, largely
from Ethiopia, Somalia and Liberia (four percent);
and from Latin America and the Caribbean, virtually
all from Cuba or Haiti (three percent, including
private sector admissions, but largely excluding
entrants, who, though eligible for ORR-funded
benefits and assistance, are not generally captured by
the ORR data system).

The number of refugee admissions from Africa, the
Near East, and particularly, the former Soviet Union
were considerably higher in FY 1992 than in FY
1991, while those from Southeast Asia and Eastern
Europe decreased during that period and those from
Latin America remained about the same. The num-
ber of Amerasian immigrants increased from about
16,500 to 17,100, while the number of persons reset-
tled under the Private Sector Initiative decreased
from about 1,800 to 860 between FY 1991 and 1992.
Figure 1 presents the ten source countries from
which the largest numbers of refugees fled to the
U.S. in FY 1992,

During the past decade (FY 1983 through FY 1992),
approximately 868,000 refugees and Amerasian im-
migrants resettled in the U.S. (see Tables 2 and 3).
Thirty-four percent of these refugees fled from Viet-
nam, 25 percent from the former Soviet Union, 11
percent from Laos, eight percent from Cambodia,
four percent from both Romania and Iran, three per-
cent from both Poland and Ethiopia, and about two
percent from Afghanistan and Cuba. Refugees from
the former Soviet Union have been the largest single
country of origin group since 1988. Prior to that time,
refugees from Vietnam were the largest arrival group.

©® Distribution of Refugee Arrivals by State

Nearly half of all refugee arrivals in FY 1992 initially
resettled in one of two States— California (25 per-
cent) or New York (20 percent). Nearly three-fourths
went to one of the ten States listed in the table on
page seven. The State distribution for Amerasian
resettlement was not as concentrated as that for
refugees, with 20 percent initially placed in Califor-
nia, nine percent in Texas, seven percent in New
York, and three to five percent in the remaining top
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Figure 1
Ten Largest Refugee Source Countries
FY 1992

US.S.R

Vietnam 43,941
Lass
Cuba 3,845
Iraq 381
Ethiopia 2,929 - Total Arrivals: 131,611
Iran 1,963
Somalia ,534
Romania | {1,506
Afghanistan
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seven States, with a cumulative total of about 62 per-

cent in these States.

Tables 4 and 5 illustrate how the distribution of ini-
tial refugee resettlement has changed in the past
decade. California received nearly 46 percent of all
refugees and Amerasians in FY 1988, but 25 percent
in FY 1992. New York received only 10 percent of
refugees in 1988, but its proportion in 1992 is double
that figure.

State Arrivals Percent
California 33,249 253
New York 26,601 20.2
Texas 5,918 45
Washington 5,421 41
Florida 5,321 40
Illinois 5,083 39
Pennsylvania 4,222 32
Massachusetts 4,185 32
Maryland 3,142 24
Georgia 3,124 24
Top Ten States 96,266 731
U.S. Total 131,611 100.0

Includes Amerasians and privately funded refugees.

Three refugee populations were especially con-
centrated, with a majority of arrivals in a single State.
About 79 percent of Iranian refugees initially reset-
tled in California, while 73 percent of Cuban
refugees resettled in Florida and 57 percent of
Laotian refugees resettled in California (see Figure
2). For no other group of refugees did a single State
account for a majority. A complete listing of major
refugee groups by State of initial resettlement ap-
pears in Tables 6, 7, and 8.

While New York accounted for the largest share of
refugees from the former Soviet Union in FY 1992
(38 percent), California received 16 percent of Soviet
refugees, and several States (llinois, Washington,
Pennsylvania and Massachusetts) received four to six
percent. For Vietnamese, 41 percent initially reset-
tled in California, nine percent in Texas, and several
States (Washington, Georgia, Massachusetts and Vir-
ginia) received three to five percent. For all
Southeast Asians, including Amerasians, 36 percent
resettled in California in FY 1992, eight percent in

Texas, and three or four percent in six States
(Washington, Georgia, New York, Minnesota, Mas-
sachusetts and Wisconsin).

® Distribution of Refugee Arrivals by County

While refugees resettled in 1,789 of America’s over
3,000 counties and county equivalents, they were, as
the State distribution above would imply, not evenly
distributed among these counties. In fact, 70 percent
of FY 1992 arrivals resettled in the 50 counties
shown in Table 9. While the median number of
refugees resettled was only 14 for all counties receiv-
ing refugees in FY 1992 (meaning half the counties
received fewer and half received more refugees), the
number of refugees and Amerasians resettled in
these top 50 counties varied between almost 14,800
in Kings County, New York to 477 in Wayne County,
Michigan. '

Table 9 shows the rank of the 50 counties which
received the most refugees and Amerasians in FY
1992, and Table 10 shows the rank for those which
received the most refugees during the past decade
(without taking into account migration and deaths).
While six of the 15 most popular counties in FY 1992
were in California (Los Angeles, Orange, Santa
Clara, San Diego, Sacramento and San Francisco),
Kings County in New York, which is one of the
boroughs of New York City, received almost twice as
many refugees as Los Angeles, the second most
popular county for refugee resettlement in FY 1992,
However over the past decade, Los Angeles County
has resettled over twice as many refugees as Kings
County. Others in the top 15 counties in FY 1992
were  Cook County (Illinois), King County
(Washington), Dade County (Florida), Harris Coun-
ty (Texas), Philadelphia (Pennsylvania), and
Multnomah County (Oregon), as well as two other
boroughs of New York City (Queens and Bronx).

Another gauge of the concentration of refugees. is
the ratio of the total population in the county based
on 1990 census figures to the refugee population ini-
tially resettled in the county between FY 1983 and
1992. This ratio is shown in Table 9. Migration and
deaths to refugees are not taken into account. For all
counties receiving at least one refugee during the
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past decade, the median ratio was 2,826 persons for
every refugee. For Kings County, however, the ratio
was 55, or one refugee for every 55 persons in the
population, while that for Los Angeles County was
about 104. San Francisco County’s ratio (40) was the
highest in the Nation.

The distribution for Amerasian arrivals in FY 1992
was somewhat different (see Table 12) than that for
refugees, with more States represented in the top of
the distribution than was the case for refugees.
Orange County, California was the single most
popular county of initial resettlement for
Amerasians. Other California counties in the top 15
included Santa Clara, San Diego, and Los Angeles.
Other States with counties represented in the top 15
for initial resettlement of Amerasians in FY 1992
were Texas (Harris, Tarrant, and Dallas),
Washington (King), Georgia (DeKalb and Fulton),
Arizona (Maricopa), New York (Oneida), Oregon
(Multnomah), Missouri (Jackson), and Nebraska
(Lancaster).

® Demographic Characteristics of Refugee
Arrivals

Refugee arrivals as a whole tended to be somewhat
younger than the total U.S. population or the total
immigrant population, although if Amerasians are
excluded, the median age for refugees is slightly
more than that for immigrants. As indicated in the
accompanying table, the median age for refugees ar-
riving in FY 1992 was 26.8 years, compared with 28.1
years for all immigrants to the U.S. in 1991 (the
latest year for which such data are available), and
33.5 years for the total U.S. population in that year.
About 22 percent of the refugee population were of
school age (five to 17 years), compared to 18 percent
for the U.S., 67 percent of refugees were of working
age (16-64) compared with 64 percent of the U.S.
population, and only eight percent of refugees were
of retirement age (65 years or older) compared with

*

* %k

indicates more males than females.

about 13 percent of the US. total population. The
sex ratio  of refugees as a whole was about 97, com-
pared with 96 for the U.S. population.

There was, however, considerable variation in these
demographic characteristics between refugees from
the 12 countries shown in the table. Refugees from
these 12 countries were over 95 percent of all
refugees resettled in FY 1992. Median age, for ex-
ample, varied from a high of 36.2 for refugees from
the former Soviet Union and 32.5 years for Cubans
to the very low figures of 12.7 years for Laotians and
17.0 years for Liberian refugees.

The sex ratio was highest—indicating a greater
proportion of males— among refugees from Albania
(198), Ethiopia (164), and Iraq (160) and was
lowest —indicating a greater proportion of females—
among refugees from the former Soviet Union (88)
and among Amerasian immigrants (93). Data for
Amerasians in the ORR data system include family
members accompanying the Amerasian immigrant,
generally mothers and siblings, so that the sex ratio
for Amerasian youths alone would be higher.

About 59 percent of Laotian refugees, 55 percent of -
Liberian refugees, and 48 percent of Somali refugees
were under age 18, approximately twice the propor-
tion for the total U.S. population of 26 percent. The
lowest proportion under 18 years was that for Al-
banian refugees (22 percent), but refugee popula-
tions under age 18 from several countries, including
Vietnam, the former Soviet Union, Cuba, Ethiopia,
and Iraq were in the 25 to 27 percent range (ap-
proximating the U.S. total population figure).

Overall, the proportion of arrivals age 65 and over
was about eight percent. This proportion is greatly
skewed by the arrivals from the former Soviet Union,
which comprised almost one-half of the FY 1992
total. The elderly accounted for 15 percent of Soviet
arrivals, almost double the proportion of all FY 1992
arrivals, but only slightly higher than the proportion

Median age is the point at which half of the population is older and haif is younger.

The sex ratio is the number of males per 100 females. A ratio under 100 indicates more females than males, a ratio over 100
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Afghanistan 1,466
Albania 1,168
Cuba 3,845
Ethiopia 2,929
Iran 1,963
Iraq 3,381
Laos 71,272
Liberia 619
Romania 1,506
Somalia 1,534
Soviet Union 60,866
Vietnam ¢/ 26,841
SE Asia, Total ¢/ 34,408
All Refugees ¢/ 114,511
Amerasians 17,100

20.2
26.7
32.5
23.6
29.8
22.9
12.7
17.0
23.2
18.4
36.2
23.9
22.5
28.8
20.5

107.9
197.9
112.8
163.6
97.9
159.9
99.9
118.4
106.0
119.5
88.4
101.3
101.2
98.1
92.5

34.4
14.2
21.4
19.4
21.2
25.0
33.5
46.9
27.0
37.3
18.2
22.4
24.8
21.3
27.8

42.1
21.5
26.9
26.5
28.5
39.4
58.7
55.2
39.7
48.4
25.1
26.8
33.7
29.2
36.8

5.4
1.2
4.4
0.3
8.3
1.7
2.7
1.1
0.7
0.5
14.5
1.1
1.5
8.6
1.0

60.3
79.8

- 72.0

79.3
65.1
61.5
42.3
53.7
63.1
60.7
62.8
79.9
71.8
66.3
69.3

a/ The sex ratio is the number of males per 100 females. A ratio of 100 indicates equal numbers of males
and females. A sex ratio above 100 denotes an excess of males; a sex ratio below 100 denotes an excess

of females.
b/ Ages 16 through 64.
¢/ Does not include Amerasians.

d/ The figure in the first column is the population of the U.S. as of 7/1/92.
Source: Demographic characteristics of immigrants from unpublished INS data. Demographic
characteristics of U.S. population from Supplement to U.S. Census, Current Population Reports, Series P

# 1018 (revised 6/23/92).
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Age

85 and over

75-79

70-74

- Figure 3
Age Distribution of the U.S.

Population and of Refugees Admitted in
FY 1992

10

Source: U.S, datq from the U.S. Bureau of the
Census, population as of 7/1/92. Refugee data
from the ORR dats system. Includes Amerasians.

u
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for the U.S. population (13 percent). In eight of the
12 countries shown in the accompanying table,
refugees age 65 and older comprised less than three
percent of the arrival population (Albania, Ethiopia,
Iraq, Laos, Liberia, Romania, Somalia, and Viet-
nam).

About 64 percent of the U.S. total population was of
working age in 1992. The average for all refugees ad-
mitted in FY 1992 was slightly higher (about 67 per-
cent). The proportions of refugees from most
countries either exceeded the U.S. average or were
within a few percentage points of that figure. Only
two refugee populations (Laotians with 42 percent
and Liberians with 54 percent) had proportions
which were of working age that were considerably
below the average for the U.S.

® Applications for Refugee Status and Asylum

During FY 1992, the number of applications for
refugee status granted world-wide by the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service (INS) rose to 113,697
from the FY 1991 total of 107,962. The numbers ap-
proved by country were closely related to the num-
bers actually arriving, allowing for an average time
lag of several months between approval of the ap-
plication and arrival in the United States. Table 13
contains a tabulation of applications for refugee
status granted by INS, by country of chargeability,
under the Refugee Act since FY 1980.

During FY 1992, INS granted applications for politi-
cal asylum status in 3,919 cases. Table 14 presents a
complete listing of the countries from which these
asylees fled during the years 1980 through 1992.
During this thirteen-year period, 35 percent of all
favorable asylum rulings went to Iranians and 24 per-
cent to Nicaraguans. In FY 1992, INS granted asylum
to persons from 69 countries, with nine providing
more than 200 cases (China, Cuba, Ethiopia, Iran,

*

Liberia, Nicaragua, Romania, Somalia, and the
former Soviet Union).

@ Entrants

Congress created the Cuban/Haitian Entrant Pro-
gram under Title V of the Refugee Education Assis-
tance Act of 1980. The law provides for a program of
reimbursement to participating States for Federally
reimbursed cash and medical assistance to Cuban
and Haitian entrants under the same conditions and
to the same extent as such assistance and services are
made available to refugees. The first recipients of the
new program were the approximately 125,000
Cubans who fled the Castro regime in the Mariel
boatlift of 1980 and were admitted to the U.S. under
a special parole status, “Cuban/Haitian Entrant
(Status Pending).”

Also considered entrants for the purposes of ORR-
funded assistance and services are Cuban and
Haitian nationals who are (a) paroled into the U.S,,
or (b) subject to exclusion or deportation proceed-
ings under the Act, or (c) applicants for asylum.‘

No exact figures are currently available for the num-
ber of Cuban and Haitian nationals who arrived as
entrants in FY 1992, but the Community Relations
Service of the Department of Justice, which arranges
for the initial reception and placement of entrants,
estimates that the total was approximately 13,000.
ORR estimates that almost 11,000 of these entrant
arrivals were resettled in Florida.

Table 18 presents by State of initial resettlement the
approximately 2,400 Cubans and 5,400 Haitians con-
sidered to be entrants as a result of their application
for asylum. These entrants are in addition to the ap-
proximately 3,850 Cubans and 50 Haitians who were
admitted with refugee status.

Public interest and humanitarian parolees arriving from nations other than Cuba and Haiti are not considered entrants and not

eligible for ORR-funded assistance. Similarly, individuals from nations other than Cuba and Haiti who apply for asylum are not

eligible for ORR-funded assistance until asylum is granted.

12
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. Reception and Placement Activities

In FY 1992, the initial reception and placement of
 refugees in the United States was carried out by 12
| non-profit organizations through cooperative agree-
ments with the Bureau for Refugee Programs of the
Department of State. For each refugee resettled,
voluntary agencies received $588, which was to be
used, along with other cash and in-kind contributions
from private sources, to provide services during the
refugee’s first 90 days in the United States. Program
participation was based on the submission of an ac-
ceptable proposal that offered a rescttlement
capability needed for the admissions caseload.

The Cooperative Agreements

The cooperative agreements outline the core services
which the agencies are responsible for providing to
refugees, either by means of agency staff or through
other individuals or organizations who work with the
agencies. The core services include the following:

Pre-arrival — identifying individuals (including
relatives) outside of the agency who may assist in
refugee sponsorship, orienting such individuals, and
developing travel and logistical arrangements;

Reception — assisting in obtaining initial housing,
furnishings, food, and clothing for a minimum of 30
days; and

Counseling and referral — orienting the refugee
to the community, specifically in the areas of health,
employment, and training, with the primary goal of
refugee self-sufficiency at the earliest possible date.

Monitoring of Reception and Placement
Activities

In FY 1992, the Bureau’s monitoring program in-
cluded 10 in-depth reviews of refugee resettlement in
Florida (Miami), New Jersey (Trenton), Iowa, (Des
Moines and Davenport), New York (Syracuse and
New York City), Arizona (Tucson and Phoenix),

13

Minnesota (Minneapolis and St. Paul), Montana
(Billings and Missoula), Idaho (Boise), Alaska
(Anchorage), and California (San Francisco,
Sacramento, and Oakland). As a result of this
monitoring, the strengths and weaknesses of volun-
tary agency programs were identified, and, where
needed, corrective action was taken. Other manage-
ment activities for the reception and placement pro-
gram included tracking of refugee placements, over-
sight of sponsorship assurances, exchange of infor-
mation, liaison with the private voluntary agencies,
and review of voluntary agencies’ financial reports.
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Domestic Resettlement Program

Refugee Appropriations

In FY 1992, the refugee domestic assistance program
was funded under the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education, and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act (Pub. L. No. 102-170).
The total funding that the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) obligated to States and
other grantees under the program in FY 1992 was
approximately $410.6 million.

Approximately $232 million was used to reimburse
States for the cost of cash and medical assistance
provided to eligible refugees and to aid unaccom-
panied refugee children. Of this, approximately $32
million was used to reimburse States for the ad-
ministration of the program by States and local wel-
fare agencies.

Over $67 million was awarded in formula grants for
social services to help States provide refugees with
employment services, English language training,
vocational training, and other support services to
promote economic self-sufficiency and reduce
refugee dependence on public assistance programs.
States also received about $3.5 million to fund
refugee mutual assistance associations (MAAs) as
qualified providers of refugee social services.

In FY 1992, over $12 million was obligated for the
national discretionary funds program. Among the
projects approved by the Office of Refugee Resettle-
ment (ORR) were the Key States Initiative ($2.5 mil-
lion), the Planned Secondary Resettlement program
($1.2 million), the Amerasian Initiative ($2.8 million),
Job Links ($3.6 million), micro-enterprise loan
programs ($1.3 million), and special programs for
former Vietnamese re-education camp detainees ($1
million). These and other discretionary grant
programs are discussed in greater detail, beginning
on page 33.

ORR funded a targeted assistance program totaling
$48.8 million in FY 1992. The objective of this pro-
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gram is to assist refugee and entrant populations in
heavily concentrated areas of resettlement where
State, local, and private resources have proved insuf-
ficient. Of the total, $43.9 million was allocated to
States according to formula, and approximately $4.9
million was awarded as part of a discretionary grant
program.

Under the matching grant program, voluntary reset-
tlement agencies were awarded over $39 million in
FY 1992 matching funds for assistance and services
to resettle Soviet and other refugees. Funds were
provided for this activity in lieu of regular State-ad-
ministered cash assistance, case management, and
employment services.

Obligations for health screening and follow-up medi-
cal services for refugees amounted to over $5.6 mil-
lion in FY 1992. Funds were used by: (1) Centers for
Disease Control (CDC) personnel overseas to
monitor the quality of medical screening for US.-
bound refugees; (2) Public Health Service quarantine
officers at U.S. ports of entry to inspect refugees’
medical records and notify appropriate State and
local health departments about conditions requiring
follow-up medical care; and (3) Public Health Ser-
vice regional offices to award grants to State and
local health agencies for refugee health assessment
services.

State-Administered Program

® Overview

Federal resettlement assistance to refugees is
provided by ORR primarily through a State-ad-
ministered refugee resettlement program. Refugees
who meet INS status requirements and who possess
appropriate INS documentation, regardless of na-
tional origin, may be eligible for assistance under the
State-administered refugee resettlement program,
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A.  State-administered program:

1 Cash assistance, medical assist

4, MAA Incentive Grants
B.  Discretionary Allocations:
6. Social Services Allocations

C.  Alternative Programs:

Subtotal, Alternative Programs

program ($6,838,648).

ORR Obligations: FY 1992

(Amounts in $000)

assistance, unaccompanied
minors, and State administration*

2. Social Services (State formula allocation)

3. Targeted Assistance (State formula allocation)
Subtotal, State-administered program

5. Targeted Assistance (Ten Percent)

Subtotal, Discretionary Allocations

7. Voluntary Agency Matching Grant program
8. Privately-administered Wilson/Fish projects

D.  Preventive Health: Screening and Health Services
Total, Refugee Program Obligations

Includes cash and medical assistance provided under Oregon’s State-administered Wilson/Fish

$232,477
67,009
43916
3,467
$346,869

4,880
12,476.
$17,356

39,036
1,739
$40,775
$5,631

$410,630

and most refugees receive such assistance. Soviet
Jewish and certain other refugees, while not ex-
cluded from the State-administered program, cur-
rently are provided resettlement assistance primarily
through an alternative system of ORR matching

grants to private resettlement agencies for similar
purposes.

Under the Refugee Act of 1980, States have key
responsibilities in planning, administering, and coor-
dinating refugee resettlement activities. States ad-
minister the provision of cash and medical assistance
and social services to refugees as well as maintaining

legal responsibility for the care of unaccompanied
refugee children in the State. In order to receive as-
sistance under the refugee program, a State is re-
quired by the Refugee Act and by regulation to sub-
mit a plan which describes the nature and scope of
the State refugee program and gives assurances that
the program will be administered in conformity with
the Act. As a part of the plan, a State designates a
State agency (or agencies) to be responsible for
developing and administering the plan and names a .
refugee coordinator to ensure the coordination of

public and private refugee resettlement resources in
the State.
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State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist.Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Jowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

CMA (a/), Social Services (b/), MAA Incentive, and Targeted

Assistance (c/) Allocations by State: FY 1992

CMA

217,738

0
4,864,903
125,998
60,366,750
2,605,784
2,988,196
32,090
1,940,926
10,361,324
2,998,188
671,159
545,687
9,874,332
297,570
2,229,249
1,327,890
545,950
1,461,161
442,235
1,561,953
10,666,543
5,775,590
6,560,977
991,885
1,919,160
311,821
1,278,647
752,491
509,369
3,000,577
753,567
39,923,979
1,077,569
1,116,322

Social
Services

151,985
75,000
754,828
100,000
18,807,955
683,248
746,788
75,000
413,400
3,984,961
1,214,903
173,165
160,418
2,644,351
158,849
534,204
387,514
284,164
389,279
148,259
1,352,573
2,379,798
1,166,268
1,353,553
96,870
768,752
88,045
366,922
184,736
139,827
1,533,386
174,930
10,893,141
596,567
100,000

16

MAA
Allocation

7,929

0
39,378
0
981,164
35,643
38,958
0
21,566
207,886
63,378
9,034
8,369
137,949
8,287
27,868
20,216
14,824
20,308
0
70,560
124,148
60,841
70,612
5,000
40,104
5,000
19,141
9,637
7,294
79,993
9,126
568,268
31,121
5,000

Targeted
Assistance

14,083,209
206,089

22,139,190
188,644

710,896

150,063
85,680

146,031
768,432

842,790

62,625

291,975

1,373,391

Total

377,652
75,000
5,659,109
225,998
94,239,078
3,530,764
3,773,942
107,090
2,375,892
36,693,361
4,276,469
1,042,002
714,474
13,367,528
464,706
2,791,321
1,885,683
844,938
1,956,428
590,494
3,131,117
13,938,921
7,002,699
8,827,932
1,093,755
2,790,641
404,866
1,664,710
946,864
656,490
4,905,931
937,623
52,758,779
1,705,257
1,221,322
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CMA (a/), Social Services (b/), MAA Incentive, and Targeted

Assistance (c/) Allocations by State: FY 1992

Social MAA Targeted
State CMA Services Allocation Assistance Total
Ohio 2,932,273 945,644 49,332 3,927,249
" Oklahoma 1,021,293 249,256 13,003 1,283,552
Oregon 9,831,374 1,212,942 63,276 515,603 11,623,195
Pennsylvania 7,199,211 2,110,539 110,102 446,439 9,866,291
Rhode Island 937,429 297,107 15,499 212,564 1,462,599
South Carolina 141,359 95,301 5,000 - 241,660
‘South Dakota 377,139 161,987 8,450 547,576
Tennessee 626,758 494,590 25,802 1,147,150
Texas 6,355,868 3,009,312 156,988 342,577 9,864,745
Utah 2,338,658 379,473 19,796 126,739 2,864,666
Vermont 454,498 122,373 6,384 583,255
Virginia 4,828,108 1,048,994 54,723 317,821 6,249,646
Washington 13,386,060 2,796,532 145,388 904,742 17,233,222
West Virginia 41,104 75,000 0 116,104
Wisconsin 1,778,560 851,511 44,421 2,674,492
Wyoming 129,925 75,000 0 204,925

a/ Cash/Medical/Administrative, including Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA), Refugee Medical
Assistance (RMA), aid to unaccompanied minors, and State administrative expenses. Does not
include funds for privately-administered Wilson/Fish projects in Alaska, California, and Kentucky
($1,738,803), but includes funds provided for a State-administered Wilson/Fish demonstration
project in Oregon ($6,838,648). See pages 30-32 for a discussion of Wilson/Fish demonstration
projects.

b/ Includes social service funds earmarked for Wilson/Fish projects in Alaska ($75,000) and California
($217,560).

¢/ Formula grant only. For Targeted Assistance Ten Percent funding, see pages 25-27.
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® Cash and Medical Assistance

Many working-age refugees are able to find employ-
ment soon after arrival in their new communities.
Others need additional time for employment-related
services prior to job placement, such as English lan-
guage or vocational training. Local refugee resettle-
ment agencies are seldom able to provide funds for
longer term maintenance, however. In order to pro-
vide for basic human needs prior to employment, the
Federal government provides funds for the following
assistance programs:

e Refugees who are members of families with
children may qualify for and receive benefits
under the program of Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children (AFDC) on the same basis as
citizens. Costs for AFDC are shared by the State
and by the Federal government. Until FY 1991,
Federal refugee (ORR) funds covered the nor-
mal State share of AFDC costs during a
refugee’s initial months in the U.S., subject to the
availability of funds. Since FY 1991, the CMA
appropriation has been insufficient to cover these
costs.

® Aged, blind, and disabled refugees may be
eligible for the Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) program on the same basis as needy non-
refugees. The full cost of this program is
provided from Federal funds. Certain States pro-
vide a State-funded supplement to the basic
Federal benefit with refugees eligible for the
State supplement to the same extent as non-
refugees. Until FY 1991, Federal refugee funds
reimbursed States for these refugee costs for a
period of months after entry into the U.S. Since

FY 1991, the CMA appropriation has been insuf-
ficient to cover these costs.

Refugees may qualify for and receive medical
services under the Medicaid program to the
same extent as non-refugees. Medicaid costs are
shared by the Federal and State governments.
Until FY 1991, Federal refugee funds reimbursed
States for the State share of Medicaid costs for a
period of months after entry into the U.S. Since
FY 1991, the CMA appropriation has been insuf-
ficient to cover these costs.

Needy refugees who do not qualify for cash assis-
tance under the AFDC or SSI programs may
receive special cash assistance for refugees —
termed “refugee cash assistance” (RCA) — ac-
cording to their need. Pursuant to regulation, in
order to receive such cash assistance, refugee in-
dividuals or families must meet the income and
resource eligibility - standards applied in the
AFDC program in the State. Eligibility for RCA
is restricted by time limitations set forth by ORR,
as explained below. The full cost of the RCA
program is paid from Federal (ORR) funds.

Refugees who are eligible for RCA are also
eligible for refugee medical assistance (RMA).
This assistance is provided in the same manner
as Medicaid, but all funds are provided by the
Federal government (ORR). As with RCA, pro-
gram eligibility is restricted by a time limitation
which depends on the availability of ap-
propriated funds. Refugees not receiving RCA
may be eiigible for RMA if their income is slight-
ly above that required for cash assistance
eligibility and if they incur medical expenses
which bring their net income down to the
Medicaid eligibility level.”

Section 412(e)(5) of the Act authorizes the Director to “allow for the provision of medical assistance . . . to any refugee, during the

one-year period after entry, who does not qualify for assistance under a State plan approved under title XIX of the Social Security

Act on account of any resources or income requirement of such plan, but only if the Director determines that—(A) this will (i)

encourage self-sufficiency, or (ii) avoid a significant burden on State and local governments; and (B) the refugee meets such

alternative financial resources and income requirements as the Director shall establish.” In FY 1992, the Director of ORR utilized

this authority to enable Arizona to continue an effective program of refugee medical assistance while the State, which had not

previously participated in Medicaid, continued to test a Medicaid demonstration project.
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Needy refugees who are not eligible for AFDC
or SSI or no longer eligible for RCA may receive
cash assistance under a State- or locally-funded
general assistance (GA) program. In States with
such programs, refugees are eligible to the same
extent as non-refugee residents of the State.

Needy refugees who are not eligible for
Medicaid or no longer eligible for RMA may be
eligible for a State- or locally-funded general
medical assistance (GMA) program. In States
with such programs, refugees are eligible to the
same extent as non-refugee residents of the
State.

Needy refugees are eligible to receive food
stamps on the same basis as non-refugees. The
entire cost of food stamps is provided out of
Federal funds.

Funding for the aforementioned refugee programs is
subject to the availability of funds appropriated. Over
the years, ORR has found it necessary to change the
period of eligibility for RCA and RMA and the
period of reimbursement for State costs of the
AFDC, Medicaid, GA, and GMA programs, and the
SSI State supplement due to limited funding,

Prior to April 1, 1981, the Federal government
reimbursed States for their full costs for the
AFDC and Medicaid programs and the SSI State
supplement and funded the RCA and RMA
programs with no time limitation.

Beginning April 1, 1981, Federal reimbursement
of State costs for refugees receiving AFDC,
Medicaid, or the SSI State supplement was

limited to the first 36 months after entry into the

U.S. Similarly, eligibility for RCA and RMA was
limited to the first 36 months.

Effective April 1, 1982, the period of eligibility
for RCA and RMA was reduced by regulation to
18 months. In recognition that some States would
bear the cost of providing assistance to refugees
after this period through their State assistance
Programs, ORR began to reimburse States for
the costs of GA and GMA provided to refugees
from the 19th through the 36th month after entry
into the US. Reimbursement for AFDC,
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Medicaid, and the SSI State supplement was
retained at 36 months.

In order to meet the FY 1986 Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings legislative requirements that reduced
available funds by 4.3 percent, ORR further
limited reimbursement to States for their refugee
costs for the AFDC and Medicaid programs and
the SSI State supplement to the first 31 months
after entry into the U.S,, effective March 1, 1986,
The duration of eligibility for RCA and RMA
was retained at 18 months, but the period of
Federal reimbursement of refugee GA and
GMA costs was limited to the 19th through the
31st month in the U.S.

Beginning February 1, 1988, the period of reim-
bursement for AFDC, Medicaid, and the SSI
State supplement was further limited to 24
months as a result of the amount of funds ap-
propriated under the FY 1988 Continuing
Resolution (Pub. L. No. 100-202). The duration
of eligibility for RCA and RMA was retained at
18 months, but Federal reimbursement of
refugee GA and GMA costs was limited to the
19th month through the 24th month.

On August 24, 1988, ORR published a regulation
which further reduced the eligibility period for
RCA and RMA from the existing 18 months to
12 montbhs, effective October 1, 1988. ORR con-
tinued to reimburse States for the cost of provid-
ing refugees with AFDC, Medicaid, and the SSI
State supplement during the first 24 months after
entry, but changed the period of reimbursement
for the cost of providing refugees with GA and
GMA to the 13th through the 24th month in the
Us.

On November 22, 1989, the Department in-
formed States that the FY 1990 appropriation of
$210 million for cash and medical assistance and
related State administrative costs (CMA) was not
sufficient to continue funding at the FY 1989
level, and, therefore, effective January 1, 1990,
States must claim CMA costs against a sequence
of priorities. States were notified to claim reim-
bursement for RCA, RMA, and related ad-
ministrative costs for 12 months, but reimburse-
ments for AFDC, SSI, and Medicaid would be
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limited to a refugee’s first four months after
entry. GA and GMA costs would no longer be
reimbursed. By the end of the fiscal year, how-
ever, it became clear that the appropriated funds
of $210 million were an estimated $48.5 million
less than the amount necessary to fund the
programs as anticipated.

On September 24, 1990, States were notified that
available funds were estimated to provide all
States with at least 94.76 percent of the funds
needed to cover the costs of the three highest
priorities: unaccompanied minors; RCA, RMA,
and the administrative costs of providing RCA
and RMA; and State administrative costs for the
overall management of the refugee program. For
States receiving less than 100 percent of es-
timated needs for these three highest priorities,
no funds were provided to cover the lower
priorities of AFDC, Medicaid, SSI State supple-
ment, Federal foster care maintenance pay-
ments, and case management. States whose pre-

vious CMA awards exceeded 100 percent of es-
timated expenditures for the higher-priority ac-
tivities —and thereby provided partial coverage
of the lower-priority activities—did not receive
any additional reimbursement. ’

- On December 21, 1990, ORR informed States

that the FY 1991 appropriation of $234 million
would be adequate only for the costs of the un-
accompanied minors program, RCA and RMA
during the refugee’s first 12 months in the US.,,
and allowable administrative costs for the overall
management of the State refugee program. ORR
would no longer reimburse States for the cost of
providing AFDC, Medicaid, and SSI to refugees.

On September 11, 1991, States were informed
that the amount appropriated in FY 1992 for
CMA ($234 million) would not be sufficient to
provide RCA and RMA for twelve months. Ac-
cordingly, ORR notificd States to reduce the
eligibility period for RCA and RMA for new ar-

Thru 03/31/81

Changes in Federal Refugee Funding
of Cash and Medical Assistance a/

Date of State Share of
Change AFDC/Medicaid/SSI

No time limit

04/01/81 36 months
04/01/82 36 months
03/01/86 31 months
02/01/88 24 months
10/01/88 24 months
01/01/90 4 months

10/01/90 No funding
10/01/91 No funding
12/01/91 No funding

a/ All time periods counted from refugee’s date of arrival in U.S.

b/ For new applicants

¢/ For persons receiving RCA/RMA as of 09/30/91.

General Assistance

RCA/RMA (Including GA Medical
No time limit No funding

36 months No funding

18 months Months 19-36

18 months Months 19-31

18 months Months 19-24

12 months Months 13-24

12 months No funding

12 months No funding

8 months b/ No funding

8 months c/ No funding
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rivals from twelve months to eight months. For
refugees not receiving assistance as of Septem-
ber 30, the reduction in the time period for RCA
and RMA was effective October 1, 1991; for
recipients on that date, the reduction was effec-
tive November 30, 1991. The change in eligibility
period did not affect the program for unaccom-
panied minors. CMA funds were only sufficient
to provide for allowable costs in the following
priority areas in FY 1992: (1) the unaccom-
panied minors program, including administrative
costs; (2) RCA and RMA and related ad-
ministrative costs (excluding case management
costs) during a refugee’s first eight months in the
US.; and (3) administrative costs incurred for
the overall management of the State’s refugee
program.

In response to a class action suit filed against the
Department on behalf of refugees in the State of
Washington, ORR published a final rule on
January 10, 1992, which codified the reduction in
eligibility period from 12 months to eight months
for FY 1992 only. Thus, the period of eligibility
for RCA and RMA would return to twelve
months for FY 1993 and subsequent years.

On April 17, 1992, ORR notified States that the
Administration’s FY 1993 request for refugee

and entrant assistance was $227 million—a -

reduction of 45 percent from the FY 1992
operating budget of $410 million. The Ad-
ministration further proposed a major restruc-
turing of the domestic resettlement program.,
Targeted assistance, employment services, and
the unaccompanied minors program would con-
tinue to be provided through the States; how-
ever, ORR proposed to terminate the State-ad-
ministered RCA and RMA programs and to
provide cash and medical assistance instead
through a private resettlement program (PRP)
and a private medical program. Extensive con-
sultations on the proposal were held during the
year with States, voluntary refugee resettlement
agencies, MAAs, and other participants in the
refugee program. In the appropriations process,
.Congress agreed that the Department could in-
itiate the private programs if it so decided. How-
- &ver, as of the date of this report, the programs
had not been implemented because of a court
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order requiring the Department to go through a
formal rulemaking process, and the RCA and
RMA programs were expected to continue
through FY 1993,

At the end of FY 1992, ORR informed States
that the FY 1993 appropriation was unlikely to
exceed the FY 1992 appropriation level and that
these funds would not be sufficient to sustain a
12-month eligibility period during the transition
to the new PRP. Accordingly, on September 17,
1992, ORR published a final rule which con-
tinued the reduced (eight-month) period of
eligibility for RCA and RMA through FY 1993,

Cash Assistance Utilization

Based on information provided by States in their
Quarterly Performance Reports to ORR, the number
of refugees reported as receiving Refugee Cash As-
sistance declined by about 10 percent from the year
before. The table on pages 22 and 23 shows RCA
utilization reported by States as of September 30,
1992, and one year earlier, at the close of FY 1991,
and two years earlier, at the close of FY 1990, The
number of refugees receiving RCA on September 30,
1992, was 33,583. This compares with 37,455 on RCA
reported as of September 30, 1991; 38,407 on RCA
reported as of September 30, 1990; and 23,618 on
RCA as of September 30, 1989.

The increase in RCA recipients between FY 1989
and FY 1992 does not necessarily indicate increased
dependency for refugees, however. It could reflect
the higher admission numbers for the later years and
the changes in family composition of newer arrivals.
Previously, ORR calculated a dependency rate which
included refugee receipt of AFDC and the State sup-
plement to Federal SSI. As of September 30, 1989,
the dependency rate for refugees who had arrived
during the preceding 24 months was 48.5 percent.
However, CMA appropriation levels have curtailed
Federal reimbursement of the State costs of refugee
recipients of categorical public assistance programs.
Since ORR collects data only on those recipients for
whom Federal refugee program funding is provided,
it is no longer able to provide figures on refugee
utilization of the categorical public assistance
programs.
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Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) Trends
Adjusted for Secondary Migration
RCA b/ RCA b/ Refugee/ RCA b/
Refugee  Recipients Refugee  Recipients Entrant  Recipients
a/ Arrivals As of Arrivals As of Arrivals As of
State FY 1990 9/30/90  FY 1991 9/30/91 FY 1992 9/30/92
Alabama 313 50 305 136 308 52
Arizona 1,452 155 1,456 486 1,348 346
Arkansas 159 25 207 26 177 23
California c/ 31,121 8,205 33,318 9,387 32,832 6,405
Colorado 1,172 386 1,260 503 1,144 276
Connecticut 1,577 258 1,180 360 1,255 183
Delaware 66 15 23 17 78 28
Dist.Columbia 655 4 990 239 762 291
Florida 6,643 1,354 5,286 2,025 16,149 5,669
Georgia 2,020 430 2,595 520 3,076 632
Hawaii 324 177 264 152 298 110
Idaho 285 39 263 929 233 23
linois 4,474 1,456 4,045 1,663 5,647 1,414
Indiana 327 82 320 76 272 62
Towa 850 209 1,016 197 947 156
Kansas 720 336 593 406 708 546
Kentucky 513 110 623 155 513 0
Louisiana 870 217 912 298 1,063 282
Maine 357 178 227 170 116 47
Maryland 2,549 428 2,067 660 3,421 428
Massachusetts 4,733 1,595 3,371 1,072 4,183 817
Michigan 2,238 496 2,178 633 2,705 662
Minnesota 2,238 550 1,888 453 2,525 475
Mississippi 100 90 83 131 52 38
Missouri 1,492 202 1,437 340 1,777 357
Montana 99 32 98 93 65 104
Nebraska 596 201 897 399 711 531
Nevada 276 81 319 121 338 85
New Hampshire 245 110 187 64 164 28
New Jersey 2,668 584 2,341 598 2,915 339
New Mexico 304 124 368 204 332 100
New York 23,325 11,566 15,865 7,394 26,779 6,635
North Carolina 898 201 1,517 215 2,155 228
North Dakota 131 40 185 47 404 40
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Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) Trends
' Adjusted for Secondary Migration

RCA b/ RCA b/ Refugee/ RCA b/
Refugee  Recipients Refugee  Recipients Entrant  Recipients
al/ Arrivals As of Arrivals As of Arrivals As of
State FY 1990 9/30/90 FY 1991 9/30/91 FY 1992 9/30/92
Ohio 2,212 352 1,570 206 2,246 503
Oklahoma : 444 189 516 235 391 161
Oregon d/ 2,363 1,195 1,890 1,149 2,339 1,046
Pennsylviania 4,225 1,695 3,202 1,230 4,005 555
Rhode Island 788 293 439 219 407 141
South Carolina 69 3 136 11 112 50
South Dakota 205 49 288 - 150 333 85
Tennessee 861 231 976 190 1,069 135
Texas 5,948 1,483 6,249 1,951 5,917 1,585
Utah 683 313 564 187 484 98
Vermont 224 91 208 122 236 67
Virginia 2,163 563 2,023 578 1,902 510
Washington 5,132 1,653 6,870 1,720 8,297 1,242
West Virginia 47 6 27 6 36 20
Wisconsin 1,241 175 1,077 162 1,750 158
Wyoming 12 0 11 0 (13) 0

Other e/ 0 0 0 0

148 0

a/ Caseload data are derived from Quarterly Performance Reports submitted for all time-eligible
refugees and entrants by 49 States and the District of Columbia (Alaska does not participate in
the program). The arrival figures for FY 1990 and FY 1991 do not include entrants. The
arrival figures for FY 1992 include estimated entrant arrivals of 13,500. All years have been
adjusted for secondary migration (See Table 17, Appendix A).

b/ For FY 1990 and 1991, the period of eligibility for RCA was twelve months. For FY 1992,
the period of eligibility was eight months. ‘

¢/ California’s time-eligible population includes 276 refugees participating in the Wilson/Fish

demonstration project in San Diego as of September 30, 1991 and 967 refugees as of September
30, 1992,

d/ Oregon’s totals include 904 refugees participating in the Refugee Early Employment Project
(REEP) as of September 30, 1990; 1,011 participating as of September 30,1991; and 904
participating as of September 30, 1992.

e/ Includes Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.
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RCA Utilization by Nationality

Section 412(a)(3) of the Act directs ORR to compile
and maintain data on the proportion of refugees
receiving cash or medical assistance by State of
residence and by nationality. In the most recent an-
nual round of data collection, States reported 31,939
refugees on their RCA caseloads as of June 30, 1992.
State reports covered refugees in the U.S. for eight
months or less.

Table 16 (Appendix A) summarizes the findings of
the 1992 data collection on RCA utilization with all
48 participating States and the District of Columbia
reporting. The largest single group was reported to
be Vietnamese, who comprised about 43 percent of
the reported RCA caseload, while comprising about
41 percent of the time-cligible population. Soviet
refugees were the second largest group, representing
about 34 percent of the caseload and about 45 per-
cent of the time-eligible population. Other single
nationality groups contributed only small fractions to
the national caseload.

RCA utilization rates of time-eligible refugees cal-
culated by nationality varied between 13 and 44 per-
cent. In the four States where Southeast Asians could
not be differentiated by nationality, they were
recorded in the table as Vietnamese—the majority
group—which inflates the total for Vietnamese and
deflates those for Cambodians and Laotians slightly.
If RCA utilization is assumed to be distributed in
these States in the same proportion as their
Southeast Asian arrivals in 1989-92, the best es-
timates of nationwide RCA utilization rates are
about 44 percent for Vietnamese and 13 percent for
Laotians (including Hmong). For the Vietnamese,
the high RCA rate reflects the large proportion of
Amerasian youths admitted in FY 1992. For the fifth
consecutive year, the calculated utilization rate for
Cambodians appears to exceed 100 percent. It is
likely that some States have erroncously classified

cash assistance recipients of other nationalities as
Cambodians.

The RCA utilization rate for the Soviets is the lowest
of any large group (28 percent) and represents a
dramatic decrease from the previous year (50 per-
cent), when a surge in arrivals in the winter and carly
spring of 1991 contributed to heavy RCA utilization
in June, 1991 when the utilization rate was calcu-
lated.

Among the other nationality groups, the utilization
rates for refugees from Iraq, Cuba, and Eastern
Europe range from 40 to 44 percent, while the rates
for Afghans, Ethiopians, and Iranians range from 31
to 33 percent.

These figures cannot be compared meaningfully with
those from prior years. Over the past decade, ORR
has drastically reduced (from 36 months to eight
months) the period of eligibility for RCA, while
eliminating altogether Federal reimbursement for
refugee receipt of AFDC, SSI, and general assistance
(GA). As a consequence, States currently report only
refugee receipt of RCA and only in the first eight
months after arrival. No record is available for
receipt of GA after time-expiration of RCA or SSI
or AFDC at any time after arrival. The reported
figures thus understate —significantly —refugee wel-
fare utilization.

Nor should RCA utilization rates be used to com-
pare welfare dependency between refugee groups. A
low reported RCA utilization rate does not neces-
sarily indicate overall self-sufficiency of the refugee
group soon after arrival. It could mean the family
composition of the arriving refugees is such that a
larger proportion of the arriving families are eligible
for SSI or AFDC. For example, the low RCA utiliza-
tion rate of the Laotians (13 percent) does not
necessarily reflect earlier employment or greater self-
sufficiency than for other groups, but rather the

RCA utilization is based on the time-eligible population as of June 30 of each year. For FY 1992, the time-eligible RCA caseload

(31,939) was comprised of refugee RCA recipients in the U.S. eight months or less as of June 30, 1992. For FY 1991 and FY 1990,
the time-eligible population included only refugees in the U.S. 12 months or less, 45,966 and 49,119, respectively. For further

discussion of the time-eligible population, see the section entitled “Cash and Medical Assistance,” pages 18 - 21.
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Jarger proportion of arrivals with young children and
the lack of reliable statistics on their AFDC utiliza-
tion. ORR is exploring alternative methods of data
collection which would supplement current State
reports of welfare utilization.

® Social Services

ORR provides funding for a broad range of social
services to refugees, both through States and in some
cases through direct service grants. During FY 1992,
as in previous fiscal years, ORR allocated 85 percent
of the social service funds on a formula basis. Under
this formula, over $67 million of the social service
funds were allocated directly to States according to
their proportion of all refugees who arrived in the
United States during the previous three fiscal years.

‘States with small refugee populations received a min-

imum of $75,000 in social service funds. ORR ear-
marked a portion of California’s allocation of social
service funds to a private agency operating a Wil-
son/Fish demonstration project.

Additionally, about $3.5 million of available social
service funds were allocated to States for the pur-
pose of providing funds to refugee and entrant
mutual assistance associations (MAAs) as an incen-
tive to include such organizations as social service
providers. The funds were allocated on the same
three-year proportionate population basis as were
the regular social service funds. States which chose
to receive these optional funds were provided the al-
location upon submission of an assurance that the
funds would be used for MAAs.

Over $12 million in social service funds (15 percent
of the total social services funds available) were used
on a discretionary basis to fund a variety of initiatives
and individual projects intended to reduce refugee
v:'elfare utilization and to address the needs of spe-
cial populations. A description of these activities is
provided, beginning on page 32.

ORR policies allow a variety of relevant services to
be provided to refugees in order to facilitate their
general adjustment and especially to promote rapid
achievement of self-sufficiency. Services which are
related directly to the latter goal are designated by
as priority services. In FY 1992, ORR con-

tinued to require States with welfare utilization rates
at 55 percent or higher as of September 30, 1989 to
use at least 85 percent of their funds for priority ser-
vices, such as English language training, employment
counseling, job placement, and vocational training.
Other allowable services from the remaining 15 per-
cent of funds include orientation, translation, social
adjustment, transportation, and day care.

® Targeted Assistance

In FY 1992, ORR obligated $48,795,000 for targeted
assistance activities for refugees and entrants. Of
this, $24,915,500 was awarded by formula to the 20
States eligible for targeted assistance grants on be-
half of their 44 qualifying counties. (This formula was
unchanged from previous years except to expand the
formula data base to include refugees arriving
through September 30, 1991.) Another $19,000,000
was specially earmarked and awarded to Florida to
provide health care to eligible refugees and entrants
through Jackson Memorial Hospital and to the Dade
County public school system in support of education
for refugee and entrant children.

The targeted assistance program funds employment
and other services for refugees and entrants who
reside in local areas of high need. These areas are
defined as counties or contiguous county areas
where, because of factors such as unusually large
refugee or entrant populations, high refugee or
entrant concentrations in relation to the overall
population, and high use of public assistance, there
exists a need for supplementation of other available
service resources to help the local refugee or entrant
population obtain employment with less than one
year’s participation in the program. The table on
pages 16 and 17 presents FY 1992 targeted assis-
tance formula funds by State, while the table on page
27 presents the cumulative funds awarded by formula
to eligible States under the targeted assistance pro-
gram since FY 1983,

The language from the House and Senate appropria-
tion committees’ reports on the targeted assistance
appropriation provided that 10 percent of the total
appropriated for targeted assistance “. . . be used for
grants to localities most heavily impacted by the in-
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Targeted Assistance Ten Percent
Discretionary Grant Awards

Educa- Employ-
State KCI Crime tion ment Health Total
Alabama 69,910 $69,910
California 400,000 332,936 72,304 233,990 240,414 1,279,644
Colorado 65,000 69,470 134,470
Dist.Columbia 65,000 65,000
Florida 107,500 91,583 199,083
Georgia 90,000 90,000
Illinois 75,000 35,000 110,000
Kansas 36,400 33,600 70,000
Louisiana 46,000 46,000
Maryland . 174,899 174,899
Massachusetts 208,608 57,895 218,179 484,682
Michigan 25,000 25,000
Minnesota 67,000 127,000 85,000 95,698 374,698
Nebraska 99,801 99,801
New Jersey 52,500 50,000 102,500
New York 106,000 232,00 332,000
Oregon 160,000 100,000
Pennsylvania 100,415 100,415
Rhode Island 75,781 75,781
Texas 53,989 88,740 142,729
Virginia 60,000 60,000
Washington 100,000 147,733 125,000 89,140 461,873
Wisconsin 56,329 225,000 281,329
Total $425,000 $1,235834  $654911 $1,445968 $1,118,101  $4,879.500

KCI = Key Counties Initiative. $250,000 for Los Angeles County, $150,000 for Orange County, and $25,000 for

Michigan.

flux of refugees such as Laotian Hmong, Cam-
bodians, and Soviet Pentecostals, including secon-
dary migrants . . . [and] awarded to communities not
presently receiving targeted assistance . . . as well as
those who do . . . .” These funds (over $4.8 million)
were awarded competitively under a separate pro-
gram announcement.

Thirty States submitted 99 proposals in response to
the announcement. Sixty-seven projects from 22

26

States were funded in the four categories (employ-
ment, health, education, and crime victimization ser-
vices) stipulated in the announcement. In addition,
two California counties received a total of $400,000
in funds to provide employment and other services
under their Key Counties Initiative projects and the
State of Michigan received $25,000 to implement
pilot projects under the Key States Initiative (see
page 33).
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State

California
Colorado
Dist. Columbia
Florida
Hawaii
Illinois
Kansas
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Missouri
New Jersey
New York
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
Texas

Utah
Virginia
Washington

Total

Summary of Targeted Assistance Funding

FY 1983 - FY 1992

Formula Award

$140,719,041
2,266,448
109,476
89,524,675
2,756,337
12,076,427
2,869,029
1,907,120
2,440,556
8,060,722
8,905,230
961,906
5,733,674
11,918,454
7,055,157
5,133,658
3,360,064
5,499,567
1,751,144
5,996,287
10,901,686

$329,946,658

Note: Does not include Targeted Assistance Ten Percent funds.

90: To address the impact of Soviet Pentecostals on Oregon.
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Special Funds

$1,200,000

121,012,030

900,000

500,000

$123,612,030

“FY 89: To address the impact of Armenian refugees on Los Angeles County.

e FY 83:92: To address the impact of the Cuban/Haitian entrants of 1980 (exclusive of impact aid):
; ackson Memorial Hospital, $56,181,855; Dade County Education, $45,830,175.

" FY 89.90: To address the impact of secondary migrants on the Lowell school system.

Total Awards

$141,919,041
2,266,448
109,476
210,536,705
2,756,337
12,076,427
2,869,029
1,907,120
2,440,556
8,960,722
8,905,230
961,906
5,733,674
11,918,454
7,555,157
5,133,658
3,360,064
5,499,567
1,751,144
5,996,287
10,901,686

$453,558,688
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@ Unaccompanied Minors

ORR continued its support of care for unaccom-
panied minor refugees in the United States. These
children, who are identified in countries of first
asylum as requiring foster care upon their arrival in
this country, are sponsored through three national
voluntary agencies— United States Catholic Con-
ference (USCC), Lutheran Immigration and Refugee
Service (LIRS), and Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society
(HIAS)—and placed in licensed child - welfare
programs operated by their local affiliates such as
Catholic Charities, Lutheran Social Services, or
Jewish Family Services.

Legal responsibility is established under laws of the
State of resettlement in such a way that the children
become eligible for basically the same range of child
welfare benefits as non-refugee children in the State.
Unaccompanied minor refugees are placed in home
foster care, group care, independent living, or
residential treatment, depending upon their in-
dividual needs. Costs incurred on their behalf are
reimbursed by ORR until the month after their
eighteenth birthday or such higher age as is per-
mitted under the State’s Plan under title IV-B of the
Social Security Act.

The number of Southeast Asian unaccompanied
minor refugees arriving in the United States in need
of foster care greatly decreased during FY 1992 due
to new overseas screening policies, dropping from an
average of 14 per month in FY 1991 to six per month
during FY 1992. Also, the number leaving the pro-
gram by virtue of reaching the age of majority ac-
celerated. Faced with the likelihood of a continued
diminishing caseload, ORR, in cooperation with na-
tional voluntary agencies and the States, continues to
phase out the program in an orderly manner and to
place incoming children in programs which both pro-
vide ethnic-specific services and are cost-effective.

ORR also began placing the first of 197 Haitian un-
accompanied minor entrants from Guantanamo Bay
in Cuba. These minors are placed in the licensed
child welfare programs operated by the local af-
filiates of USCC and LIRS in areas with Haitian eth-
nic community concentration.

Since January 1979, a total of 10,638 children have
entered the program. Of these, 1,316 subsequently
were reunited with family and 7,173 have been eman-
cipated, having reached the age of emancipation.
Based on reports received from the States, the num-
ber in the program as of September 30, 1992, was
2,149 —a decrease of 312 from the 2,461 in care a
year earlier. Unaccompanied children are located in
39 States and the District of Columbia (see Table
15).

In progress reports on 1,146 children in 22 States,
caseworkers rated children’s progress in four
categories — English language, general education, so-
cial adjustment, and health—on three levels: unsatis-
factory, satisfactory, and superior. The sample
analysis shows that 77 of the 1,146 are at the elemen-
tary level, 876 at the secondary level, 165 at the post-
secondary level, and 28 not in school. Caseworker
ratings by percentage were as follows:

Superior Satis- Unsatis-

factory factory

English language 22.4% 64.5% 13.2%
General education 26.1 61.5 129
Social adjustment 24.7 65.6 10.2
Health 4 298 - 56.2 13.7

Voluntary Agency Matching Grant
Program

The Matching Grant program, funded by Congress
since 1979, provides an alternative approach to
providing resettlement assistance through State ad-
ministration. ORR awards matching grants of up to
$1,000 per refugee to voluntary agencies which agree
to match the ORR grant with equivalent cash or in-
kind contributions. The program’s goal is to help
refugees attain self-sufficiency within four months
after arrival, without access to public cash assistance.

The Matching Grant program is characterized by a
strong emphasis on early employment, intensive ser-
vices during the first four months after arrival, and a
case management system that monitors the refugees’
progress. The types of assistance and services
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provided under the Matching Grant program are
comparable to those provided to refugees under the
State-administered refugee program. ORR requires
agencies that receive matching grant funds to provide
cash assistance, case management and employment
services in-house. They may provide, or arrange for
provision of, additional services, such as language
training, professional retraining, and medical assis-
tance. Refugees in the Matching Grant program may
use publicly-funded medical assistance and may ac-
cess services through referral to other programs, in
addition to those provided by the matching grant
agency.

All services are directed toward the twin objectives
of the Matching Grant program: the immediate goal
of keeping refugees out of the welfare system for the
first four months after arrival in the US. and the
long-term goal of early and permanent self-sufficien-

cy through employment.

Soviet refugees have been the primary beneficiaries
of the program since its commencement in 1979, In
1982, for example, Soviets represented only a third of
all refugee arrivals, but accounted for over 90 per-
cent of matching grant participants. In the next
several years, the relative share of Soviet refugee ad-
missions dropped, and the Federal funds granted
under the Matching Grant program declined accord-
ingly. Since 1987, Soviet restrictions on emigration
have eased considerably, and refugee arrivals from
the Soviet Union have increased dramatically. About
70 percent of the refugees who are currently
provided services under the Matching Grant pro-
gram are Soviets. Eastern Europeans, Ethiopians,
Iranians, and Southeast Asians comprise the balance
of refugees enrolled in the program. The accompany-
ing table details the fluctuations in funding for the
Matching Grant program,

Five voluntary agencies operated programs in over
90 locations last year and provided resettlement ser-

vices to over 39,000 refugees —about one-third of all
refugee arrivals:

® Council of Jewish Federations (CJF) was
awarded $33,851,601 to resettle nearly 34,000
_refugees. The major resettlement sites were New
York City (14,600), Chicago (2,250), Los An-
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geles (2,175), San Francisco (1,650), Philadelphia
(1,200), and Boston (1,075). About 90 percent
were Soviets.

Matching

Year Funds
1980 $23,588,027
1981 9,910,122
1982 7,308,000
1983 3,827,239
1984 4,000,000
1985 4,000,000
1986 3,805,295
1987 5,828,000
1988 7,659,000
1989 15,808,000
1990 54,936,000
1991 39,035,493
1992 39,036,000
Total $218,741,176

United States Catholic Conference (USCC) was
awarded $3,753,719 to resettle 3375 refugees
from more than 30 ethnic groups in 34 sites.
Hartford, Grand Rapids, Los Angeles, and Dal-
las were the major resettlement sites. Most
refugees were Amerasians or other Southeast
Asians.

International Rescue Committee (IRC) was
awarded $303,107 to resettle over 600 refugees.
New York City, Washington, and San Francisco
were the major resettlement sites, with San
Diego, Seattle, and Atlanta also participating,
Refugees from Eastern Europe comprised about
two-thirds of the clients, with Ethiopians and
Southeast Asians making up the rest.

Lutheran Immigration and Refugee Service
(LIRS) was awarded $669,771 to resettle 800
refugees. The major resettlement sites were
Greensboro and Phoenix. About two-thirds were
Southeast Asians; the remainder were primarily
Soviets and Eastern Europeans.

American Council for Nationalities Service
(ACNS) was awarded $457,802 to resettle 525
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refugees in nine sites, with Kansas City, Hous-
ton, and St. Louis receiving the majority. Most
were Southeast Asiaas, with the remainder split
between Africans (primarily Ethiopian) and
Soviets.

Refugee Health

Refugees often have health problems due to the en-

vironmental conditions and lack of medical care -

which exist in their country of origin or are en-
countered during their flight and wait for resettle-
ment. As in earlier years, these problems were ad-
dressed during FY 1992 by health care services in
first-asylum camps, in refugee processing centers
(RPCs), and after a refugee’s arrival in the United
States.

Recognizing that the medical problems of refugees,
while not necessarily conmstituting a public health
hazard, might adversely affect their successful reset-
tlement and employment, ORR provided about $4.5
million to State and local health agencies through an
interagency agreement. These funds were awarded
by the PHS Regional Offices through grants to iden-
tify health problems which might impair effective
resettlement, employability, and self-sufficiency of
newly arriving refugees and to refer refugees with
such problems for treatment.

Wilson/Fish Demonstration Projects

The Wilson/Fish Amendment to the Immigration and
Nationality Act, contained in the FY 1985 Continu-
ing Resolution on Appropriations, enables ORR to
develop alternative projects which promote early
employment of refugees. It provides to States, volun-
tary resettlement agencies, and others the oppor-
tunity to develop innovative approaches for the
provision of cash and medical assistance, social ser-
vices, and case management. No separate funding is
appropriated: Funds are drawn instead from normal
cash and medical assistance grants and social ser-
vices allocations. For this reason, projects are con-
sidered “budget neutral.” Wilson/Fish demonstration
projects typically emphasize one or more of the fol-

lowing elements:

® Preclusion of otherwise eligible refugees from
public assistance, with cash and medical assis-
tance provided instead through specially
designed alternative programs.

e Elimination or modification of work disincen-
tives, such as the 100-hour rule in the AFDC-UP
program, whereby work effort of as few as 100
hours in a month results in complete ineligibility
for the family even if income is low enough to
allow for a partial grant.

e Creation of a “front-loaded” service system
which provides intensive services to refugees in
the early months after arrival, with a constant
emphasis on early employment.

® Integration of case management, cash assistance,
and employment services, generally under a
single private agency that is equipped to work
with refugees.

® Development of mechanisms for closer monitor-
ing for refugee progress, including a more effec-
tive sanctioning system.

ORR provided $8,577,451 for cash and medical assis-
tance to Wilson/Fish participants in FY 1992. During
FY 1992, the United States Catholic Conference
(USCC) was awarded a Wilson/Fish demonstration
project for services throughout the State of Ken-
tucky. The program was USCC’s response to the
State’s decision to terminate cash and medical assis-
tance as of March 1, 1992. An award of $576,032 was
made on August 7, 1992 to support interim income
and medical assistance for non-AFDC refugees for
up to eight months from the date of arrival.

9 Oregon Refugee Early Employment Project
(REEP)

The Refugee Early Employment Program (REEP)
model was the first ORR-approved Wilson/Fish
demonstration project. REEP has been in operation
since the fall of 1985. Affiliates of three voluntary
agencies, United States Catholic Conference, Church
World Service and Lutheran Immigration and
Refugee Service, determine eligibility for, and pro-
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vide cash assistance and case management services
to, REEP participants. Employment services are
provided by the International Refugee Center of
Oregon (IRCO), a consortium of MAAs. IRCO job
developers coordinate closely with the voluntary
agency case managers. Medical assistance is current-
ly provided to all REEP participants through a con-
tract with a full service medical provider.

The goal of REEP is to move refugees away from
welfare dependency and toward self-sufficiency
through strategies of early assessment and interven-
tion, early service provision, and early job placement.

During FY 1992, 2,403 refugees participated in
REEDP, representing 96 percent of FY 1992 arrivals.
Ninety-one percent received cash assistance prior to
employment. Thirty-five percent, or 835, entered un-
subsidized employment, and 68 percent, or 570, were
still employed on the 90th day after enrollment. The
employment costs of the program were $826 per job
placement and $287 per REEP participant.

® United States Catholic Conference —San Diego

In FY 1990, the United States Catholic Conference
(USCC) was awarded a grant for a demonstration
project to be operated by its affiliate, Catholic Com-
munity Services of San Diego (CCSSD). A continua-
tion grant was awarded in FY 1991 to USCC for the
- period September 1, 1991 to August 31, 1992, This is
E | the third Wilson/Fish project to be funded, and the
ﬁrst grant awarded directly to a private sector agen-
cy:

A i eh i ot g e

e
3
f:

The project serves USCC- -sponsored new arrivals
] _prowdes a range of in-house services aimed at
mcreasing the rate of refugee self-sufficiency and
»d Creasing the average length of time on cash assis-
Thc project provides cash assistance to project
P Cipants at a level comparable to cash assistance
from State-administered programs. To provide social
for these refugees, ORR earmarked
,560 from California’s FY 1992 social services
ula allocation to this project.

on

» CCSSD serves refugees otherwise eligible
RCA program (single personms, childless
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couples, and intact families not eligible for AFDC).
One of its primary goals is to reduce the mean length
of time that sponsored refugees receive cash assis-
tance during their first year in the US. to five
months.

In its first 28 months of operation, CCSSD enrolled
1,063 refugees and Amerasians. One hundred fifty-
one later moved, and 64 were deferred from par-
ticipation for medical reasons. Of these, 778 clients
completed their eligibility period, including 498 who
were served under the reduced (eight-month)
eligibility period. For the latter group, the mean
length of dependency was 5.7 months. Sixty-three
percent (384) were placed into at least one job, and
50 percent (327) were self-sufficient by the end of
their eligibility period.

® Alaska Refugee Outreach (ARQ)

The State of Alaska has never operated a State-ad-
ministered refugee program. In order to provide
more effective services to refugees resettled in Alas-
ka, an affiliate of Episcopalian Migration Ministries,
Alaska Refugee Outreach (ARO), applied to
operate a demonstration project in the Anchorage
and Matanuska-Susitna Valley areas. On February
10, 1992, ORR approved a demonstration project to
provide English language training, employment as-
sessment, and placement services for new arrivals
reseitled under the reception and placement grants
of EMM and the local affiliate of the United States
Catholic Conference. Funding for social services is
augmented by $75,000 from the social service alloca-
tion formula and $12,245 from a social services dis-
cretionary grant.

This project is unique in that it does not provide
cash assistance to refugees, focusing its efforts in-
stead on early job placement. The voluntary agencies
responsible for initial placements of refugees into
Alaska take this factor into conmsideration when
selecting refugees for placement in Alaska. Medical
assistance is provided to non-Medicaid eligible
refugees in the form of a Blue Cross health insurance
policy.

As of September 30, 1992, there are 75 refugees en-
rolled in the Alaska program, with 34 more an-
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ticipated by December 31, 1992. None of the
refugees resettled in FY 1992 receive welfare. While
this program serves a small refugee population, its
services are essential to early job placement leading
to long-term self-sufficiency.

® Washington

On August 2, 1992, ORR approved the State of
Washington’s application for an alternative cash as-
sistance program under the Wilson/Fish authority.
Since approval, the State has had to delay implemen-
tation. The project will incorporate both AFDC and
RCA refugee populations into one service model,
with the AFDC refugee population required to fol-
low the RCA guidelines for registration and par-
ticipation in employment services. Since the AFDC

- client population represents more than 60 percent of

the refugee caseload, ORR remains committed to
implementation of this model.

The Washington application incorporates several
very successful aspects of Washington’s Key States
Initiative (KSI) Track I Work Reimbursement In-
centive Program. This KSI program, currently in its
fifth year of funding through ORR discretionary
grants, reduces reliance on welfare and encourages
early employment by reimbursing employed, time-
eligible refugees for certain costs associated with
employment and training, such as transportation,
tools, tuition, training supplies, books, medical in-
surance premiums, and child care expenses (where
no other offsetting Federal day care funds are avail-
able).

The earlier the refugee accepts employment, the
longer the period of work-related reimbursement.
Track IT has been very successful in easing the transi-
tion from welfare dependency to self-sufficiency for
refugees whose initial wages are too low for full
economic independence.

® Kentucky

In August, ORR awarded a Wilson/Fish Demonstra-
tion Project grant to the United States Catholic Con-
ference for welfare assistance throughout the State of
Kentucky. The project provides transitional cash as-

sistance and health coverage for newly arriving, non-
AFDC eligible refugees. This program filled the void
created when the State of Kentucky decided to ter-
minate its refugee cash and medical assistance pro-
gram. The State of Kentucky continues to provide
refugee social services.

® Cuban Exodus Relief Fund (CERF)

In September 1991, the Cuban Exodus Relief Fund
(CERF) was awarded a grant of $1.7 million for a
Wilson/Fish demonstration project to resettle 1,000
publicly funded and 1,000 privately funded refugees.
This project is the second awarded to a non-profit
organization and the first to resettle refugees in
several States. No additional funds were necessary
for FY 1992.

CERF provides medical coverage and other services
through a system of sponsors providing clothing,
housing, food, and employment services. Refugees
participating in the CERF program are precluded
from accessing any public assistance for a minimum
of 12 months. In agreement with the U.S. Coor-
dinator for Refugee Affairs and ORR, CEREF is al-
lowed to use program funds to provide medical assis-
tance for up to 1,000 refugees admitted under the
Private Sector Imitiative. As of February 14, 1993,
CERF had resettled 1,056 refugees at a total cost of
$1,303,896, including $641 per refugee for medical
insurance. To complete its resettlement activities,
CERF has requested a six month no-cost extension
until August 14, 1993.

National Discretionary Projects

During FY 1992, the Office of Refugee Resettlement
approved projects totaling $12.5 million in discre-
tionary social services funds to support activities
designed to improve refugee resettlement at national,
regional, State, and community levels. Major discre-

" tionary awards included the following;
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e $2.5 million to support the Key States Initiative
(KSI) in six States with large numbers of
refugees on welfare.
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$3.6 million in Job Links project grants designed
to introduce employable refugees to potential
employers in communities which offer good
employment opportunities to refugecs.

e $1.2 million in grants under the Planned Secon-
dary Resettlement (PSR) program which
provides an opportunity for unemployed
refugees and their families to relocate from
areas of high welfare dependency to com-
munitics with favorable employment prospects.

e $2.8 million to InterAction as agent for the na-
tional voluntary rescttlement agencies, to assist
in the resettling of an expected 17,000
Amerasian young people and their families.

e $1.0 million to 24 States and California counties
to address special nmeeds of former political
prisoners, released as a result of a diplomatic
breakthrough with the Vietnamese government.

o $1.3 million to 15 agencies to establish and ad-
minister loan programs to promote micro-
enterprises  and  self-employment among
refugees.

® Key States/Counties Initiative (KSIKCI)

In FY 1992, KSI completed its fifth year of opera-
tion, extending its cooperative agreements with New
York, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Washington, and Mas-
sachusetts and approving a new one with Michigan
to implement a pilot project. The agreements pro-
vide financial support to enable the States to imple-
ment individualized plans to increase employment
and reduce welfare dependency among targeted
populations in selected communities. Each State has
identified the target populations, designed strategies
to reduce welfare dependency through increased
employment, and implemented services based on
those strategies. Under KSI,

® New York will improve liaison with the New
York City public welfare system in order to gain
access to clients and provide employment ser-
vices and referral to the regular service system.

® Wisconsin will provide additional funding to
local MAAs for enhanced employment services
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and work incentives for large, long-term AFDC-
dependent families.

® Washington will provide assessment and pre-
employment training and reimburse clients leay-
ing public assistance for job-related expenses.

® Minnesota will provide additional employment
services to improve the employment prospects of
spouses of KSI participants and will increase
work incentives and transitional funding for
refugee families that have found employment.

® Massachusetts will restructure the State refugee
social service system to include a single case
management system, reorganized employment
services, integration of services and cash and
medical assistance, and an alternative case ap-
proach to health screening.

® Michigan will analyze current deficiencies in its
refugee service system and implement pilot
projects demonstrating strategies to improve ser-
vices and outcomes.

ORR also broadened this initiative to include two
California counties with persistently high welfare
caseloads. With funding provided under the discre-
tionary grant authority of the Targéted Assistance
program, '

® Los Angeles County will implement employment
incentives for AFDC-UP refugees who enter the
labor market and leave public assistance.

® Orange County will offer services to AFDC
refugees who are currently deferred from par-
ticipating in employment services because they
work at least 15 hours per week. The project will
assist them to become employed full-time and
leave assistance.

Total FY 1992 KSI/KCI funding (under both social
service and targeted assistance discretionary grant
authority) was as follows:
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Key States Initiative
Massachusetts $420,000
Minnesota 450,000
New York 450,000
Washington 499,839
Wisconsin 650,000
Michigan 25,000
Total $2,494.839
Key Counties Initiative
Los Angeles $250,000
Orange 150,000
Total $400,000
KSI Outcomes

The Washington State KSI Project is a statewide

program administered by the Division of Refugee

Assistance within the Department of Social and
Health Services. The Washington KSI project, known
as “Track II,” promotes early employment by provid-
ing tramsitional support in the form of reimburse-
ment for employment-related expenses and training.

Track II completed its fifth year of operation in FY
1992. During the past year, Track II experienced cost
containment policy changes that affected the pro-
gram for all participants. These changes included a
reduction in the reimbursement amount that former
cash assistance recipients could receive for work-re-
lated expenses. Previously, participants who left wel-
fare due to employment or whose cash assistance
was reduced due to earnings were eligible for up to
one hundred percent of their grant reduction or

savings amount. Currently, former or partial cash as- -

sistance recipients are eligible for only 50 percent of
that amount. Concurrently, Track II’s income levels
were reduced. This change focused the program
more effectively on the working poor.

In FY 1992, Track II eased the transition from wel-
fare to self-sufficiency for 554 employed refugees. Of
the total 1992 KSI population, 82 percent were
former cash assistance recipients. The majority (57

percent, or 315 participants) were from either the
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
or Family Independence (FIP) programs. These out-
comes are significant because Washington does not
require AFDC recipients to participate in employ-
ment, training, or related activities. Another 25 per-
cent (139 participants) were RCA recipients. The
remaining 18 percent (referred to as grant diversion
clients) were new arrivals who were assisted in find-
ing immediate employment and never received cash
assistance.

Welfare savings for the fifth year were $962,809.
(This amount does not include savings in months in
which enrollees did not request reimbursement.)
Reimbursement outlays for the year totaled $323.279
for net savings of $639,530.

Although Washington’s KSI served 11 percent fewer
clients this year than in FY 1991, the program served
more grant diversion clients and enjoyed high par-
ticipation rates for AFDC and FIP clients. Family
size varied widely: 22.7 percent were single, 15.2 per-
cent were households of two persons, 23.5 percent
were households of three, 20.6 percent were
households of four, and 18.1 percent were
households of five or more. The largest houscholds
were families of 9, 10, 11, and 14 persons.

Track II has demonstrated its success in moving
refugees away from reliance on cash assistance. After
five years, nearly 91 percent of all participants are
economically self-sufficient. The reversion rate
(refugees who returned to cash assistance after leav-
ing the program) for the year was only 9.1 percent.
Washington’s KSI serves as the model for the KCI
currently in the planning stages for Los Angeles
County, California, which offers employment-related
reimbursements to refugees who leave cash assis-
tance and enter the labor market.

The purpose of the Wisconsin KSI is to reduce the
welfare dependency of its predominantly Hmong
population through increased employment. The KSI
program has been operating since FY 1988. The Wis-
consin approach is unique in that its service provider
system, by design, consists primarily of Hmong
mutual assistance associations (MAAs). The major
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elements of the Wisconsin KSI strategy include:

e A system of accountability in which the State
bolds its provider agencies accountable for
achieving a certain number of self-sufficiencies,
defined as welfare grant terminations and grant
reductions due to increased employment. The
level of KSI and refugee social service funding
for each MAA is determined each year on the
basis of the degree to which the MAA has
achieved its self-sufficiency goals for the pre-
vious year.

e A set of service strategies designed to help a
generally unskilled population to obtain jobs at
supportable wages. Strategies include: family-
focused case management and self-sufficiency
planning; a multiple wage-earner emphasis to
place both husbands and wives in jobs; aggres-
sive job development targeting jobs paying $5.50
per hour and above; on-the-job training and
short-term skills training; intensive after place-

ment follow-up and support services to help

| families retain employment; and motivational

] counseling involving Hmong leaders as role

models and motivators.

® An emphasis on coupling the Wisconsin KSI
model with the State’s JOBS program in coun-
ties with significant numbers of refugee JOBS
clients. The Wisconsin refugee office places a
4 priority on assisting KSI service providers to
secure JOBS subcontracts to serve refugee JOBS
clients. In FY 1992, nine out of 11 MAAs ob-
tained JOBS subcontracts.

The majority (85 percent) of KSI participants in Wis-
consin are long-term AFDC-UP Hmong recipients,
with an average family size of between five and six
n‘lcmbers. Most KSI clients have had limited educa-
tl(?n (an average educational level of 5.5 years) and
fair-to-poor English language ability. Most KSI
families have lived in the U.S. for six or more years.

: KSI effort resulted in 426
 tiotis ‘and 27
fi

welfare grant termina-
grant reductions in FY 1992. Over the
~¥ear period of operation, the Wisconsin program
as. laced over 2,300 refugees into employment,
Tesulfing in a total of 1,314 families becoming self-
SUpporting and terminating welfare.
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In FY 1992, ORR continued its support of the Min-
nesota KSI in the amount of $450,000. The current
goal is to secure the reforms and programs already
initiated under earlier KSI funding. Minnesota ac-
complished fiscal year outcomes of $708,428 in wel-
fare savings through 270 case terminations.

The program focuses almost exclusively on employ-
ment and support services which can eliminate bar-
riers to employment. Minnesota has adopted a multi-
ple wage earner strategy and includes all employable
members of large welfare-dependent families in its
population. These are primarily Hmong or Cam-
bodian refugees with low literacy levels and persist-
ent welfare dependency. The State requires service
providers to meet specified goals for family self-suf-
ficiencies in its performance-based contracts.

Unique in Minnesota’s KSI is an intra-state planned
secondary resettlement. Several variables are con-
sidered: employment opportunities in cities other
than the original resettlement site, alternative site
housing supply, degree of local support, and avail-
able service and educational opportunities to support
a self-sufficient refugee community. During the past
year, 44 families were successfully relocated with job
placement within one week of resettlement. Four
families have purchased their own homes.

The State has strengthened its relationship with its
counties so that both Hennepin and Ramsey Coun-
ties (which have refugee populations large enough to
qualify for targeted assistance funds) now incor-
porate refugee issues into their long-term local plan-
ning. Strengthened MAA relationships have resulted
in their aggressive promotion of self-sufficiency goals
among their respective communities.

The New York KSI is limited to New York City,
where refugees on RCA and General Assistance
(GA) have been routinely determined unemployable
and “banked” with the large welfare caseload. The
KSI cooperative agreement with New York City’s
Human Resources Administration (HRA) now
provides for mandatory referral of refugee RCA and
GA recipients to a KSI office where bilingual staff
reassess their employability and their eligibility for
welfare. Those determined eligible and employable
are referred to refugee-specific services — employ-
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ment services for refugees ready to enter the work
force and job preparation services, such as English
language training, for the rest. Through this proce-
dure, KSI has greatly reduced the number of
refugees who languish on welfare or attend programs
which are inappropriate or ineffective in dealing with
their particular obstacles to employment.

Non-participation is not an option, with sanctions en-
forced by HRA. Significant numbers of refugees
reassessed under KSI have left welfare, either be-
cause they were already employed or otherwise no
longer eligible or due to sanctions. In the past fiscal
year, 376 cases have been closed through project ac-
tivities, providing savings of $547,882. The 90-day job
retention rate was 92 percent. The project exceeded
its goals in all outcome and performance goals.

‘In its second year, the Massachusetts KSI continued

to reduce welfare utilization through early employ-
ment. The Massachusetts Office for Refugees and
Immigrants (MORI) has completely restructured the
delivery system for resettlement services, negotiating
to eliminate State administrative levels between
MORI and refugee service providers. MORI now
has a direct relationship with refugee service
providers, contracting directly with community agen-
cies. In addition, referral to refugee services, pre-
viously the responsibility of the local welfare office,
has been given to local voluntary agencies. As a
result, refugees are now referred to services even if
they do not apply for welfare and enroll in employ-
ment services far sooner — during their first month in
the U.S. rather than in the fourth month as in the
past. Direct services have also increased by 20 per-
cent and job placements have doubled.

® Planned Secondary Resettlement (PSR)
Program

The Planned Secondary Resettlement (PSR) pro-
gram provides an opportunity for unemployed
refugees and their families to relocate from areas of
high welfare dependency to communities in the U.S.
that offer favorable employment prospects. Secon-

dary resettlement assistance and services are

provided to refugees who participate in a planned
relocation. Eligibility is limited to refugees who have
experienced continuing unemployment.
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Eligible grantees include States and public and
private non-profit organizations that can demonstrate
experience in providing services to refugees, such as
refugee mutual assistance associations (MAAs) and
national and local voluntary agencies. As of the end
of FY 1992, there were nine PSR grantees: five
MAAs and four voluntary agencies. Five new grants,
totaling $1,208,090, were awarded in the past year to
relocate 675 refugees:

Grantee Amount

Asian Community Services $110,000

145 New Street

Decatur, Georgia 30030
(Hmong, Lao)

Hmong American Planning 215,343
and Development Center

921 W. Highway 303, Suite P

Grand Prairie, Texas 75051
(Hmong, Lao)

Catholic Social Services

Diocese of Charlotte

1524 East Morehead Street
Charlotte, North Carolina 28207
. (Hmong, Lao)

259,666

Lutheran Family Services
of North Carolina
131 Manley Avenue
Greensboro, North Carolina
(Lao, Cambodian)

423,500 -

Southeast Asian Mutual
Assistance Association

103 North 9th Street

Garden City, Kansas 67846
(Lao)

199,581

Total $1,208,000

Three projects—Montana Association for Refugee
Services, Billings, Montana; Inter-Religious Council
for New York, Syracuse, New York; and Khmer As-
sociation, Aurora, Colorado— continued to imple-
ment PSR projects through FY 1992 with FY 1991
funds.




PSR Outcomes for Families Resettled Since FY
1983

Number of PSR Participants — As of September 30,
1992, 580 families (2,400 individuals) have relocated
from high welfare areas to self-sufficient com-
_ munities through the PSR program,

Employment — All families found full-time employ-
ment soon after arrival in the PSR communities. The
majority of PSR families are now multiple wage-
earner families with both husbands and wives work-
ing. Almost 90 percent work in production jobs in
factories, including electronic assembly, furniture-
making, and textiles. Men are earning an average of
$6.90 per hour and women an average of $5.81 per
hour.

Family Income— Average monthly income has in-
creased dramatically after relocation. Monthly family
income ranged from an average of $1.830 for FY
1992 projects to $2,300 for projects with several years
of experience. The average family income for all
projects was $1,952 per month.

Welfare Dependency— With the exception of a few
elderly family members on SSIL, welfare utilization
decreased from 100 percent prior to relocation to
zero after relocation,

Home Ownership—To date, 103 PSR families have
become  self-sufficient enough to  become
homeowners,

Secondary Migration — The staying power of planned
secondary rescttlements is high. Approximately 95
percent of the refugees who have participated in
PSR since FY 1983 have remained in their new com-
Mmunities,

Costs and Benefits — The average cost of resettling
families through the PSR program was $8,000 per
family while average welfare cost savings to the
government were estimated at $987 a month per
family. At this rate, PSR families, on average, repay
the cost to the government in just eight months.
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® Job Links

ORR awarded a total of $3,562,355 in 30 grants to
States under the Job Links discretionary program,

The purpose of Job Links is to provide supplemen-
tary social service funding to qualifying States in
which resettlement of refugees is encouraged based
on the experience of refugees already in those com-
munities, or where a special initiative is proposed to
significantly improve the potential for self-sufficiency.
The program seeks to link employable refugees with
jobs in communities which have good economic op-
portunities. All States except those with KSI
cooperative agreements or targeted assistance grants
are eligible to apply.

General program objectives include the following:

® Increased employment and self-sufficiency.

® Active job deVeiopment with employers offering
job opportunities at self—sufﬁciency-supporting

wages.

Retention of refugees in communities with good
job opportunities.

Initial resettlement of refugees in communities
with histories of effective early employment and
self-sufficiency.

Promotion of secondary migration of refugees to
these communities from areas of high refugee
impact and high welfare utilization.

A total of $2,193,602 was awarded to 15 States based

on continuation of projects begun the previous year.

Fourteen States submitted new applications for fund-

ing under a FY 1992 program announcement. All of

these were found eligible for a total of $1,368,753. In

addition, the State of Vermont was awarded a grant
of $48,740 from FY 1993 funds. A list of grantees

and the activities funded follows.

® Microenterprise Development Initiative

In FY 1992, ORR entered its second year of funding
microenterprise development and self-employment
for refugees. Thirteen grants totaling $1,324 123 were
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FY 1992 Applicants

New Hampshire
(Manchester)

Colorado (Fort Collins,
Colorado Springs, Denver)

Ohio (Franklin County)

South Carolina
(Statewide)

Virginia (Southern Virginia)

Kansas (Southwest Kansas,
Johnson County)

Texas (Houston)
Louisiana (Baton Rouge)

Missouri (St. Louis)
Mississippi (Gulf Coast)

Nebraska (Lincoln)
[llinois (Statewide)
Pennsylvania (Eastern)

New Jersey (Atlantic City,
Middlesex County)

FY 1991 Applicants
Arizona (Phoenix)

Idaho (Twin Falls)

Job Links

Employment services, orientation, information
and referral, and support services

Support services

Employment services

Employment services, ESL, support services

Employment services, ESL

Employment services, VESL, support services

Employment services
Job development, ESL

Skills assessment, employment services, VELT,
child care, placement, support services

Employmeﬂt services, counseling, child care,
OJT, mental health, entrepreneurial training

Employment services
Skills upgrading
Employment services

Employment services, VESL, support services

Total, FY 1992 Applicants

Job development and placement

Case management, adjustment, employment
services, skills training, support services, ELT

$100,000

100,000

50,000

82,785

100,000

100,000

35,968
100,000

100,000

100,000

100,000
100,000
100,000

200,000

$1,368,753

$75,000

184,887
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Georgia (Atlanta area) Computerized job bank, job coaching services, $200,000
child care

Oklahoma (Tulsa, Employment enhancement, group training, 165,000
Oklahoma City) job search, short-term vocational training, ELT

New Mexico Case management, job development, placement 127,848
(Albuquerque) and follow-up, job orientation, ESL, transportation

Iowa (Sioux City, VESL, day care, employment services 250,000
Davenport)

Connecticut (Statewide) Job development, counseling, support services 130,128

Alabama (Bayou la Batre) ~ Multi-service center with ESL, day care 170,000

Tennessee (Nashville, Job upgrading, counseling, employment services 211,072
Memphis) VESL, support services

South Dakota (Sioux Falls) Employment services, ELT, support services 75,795

Montana (Missoula) Job development, ELT 81,654

North Carolina (Charlotte, Employment services, adjustment, support 159,680
Morganton, Greensboro) services, mental health services

North Dakota (Bismarck,  Case management, employment services 78,707
Fargo) job development, support services

Kentucky (Louisville, Skills training, counseling, ELT, OJT 185,000
Bowling Green, employment services
Lexington)

Maine (Portland) Employment services, job readiness, 98,931

support services
Total, FY 1991 Applicants $2,193,602

Job Links Total, FY 1992 and 1991 Applicants $3,562,355

ELT  English Language Training

ESL  English as a Second Language

JTPA  Job Training Partnership Act

OJT  On the Job Training

VELT Vocational English Language Training
VESL Vocational English as a Second Language

e —————

39




;“q‘?él

Report to Congress

awarded to organizations to operate microenterprise
development projects. Six of these were continuation
awards for projects that are entering their second
year. The remaining seven are for new projects.

These projects are intended for refugees on public
assistance — or at risk thereof —who are newly arrived
in the U.S. and who possess few personal assets, or
who lack a credit history that meets commercial
lending standards. The program participants must
engage in some entrepreneurial activity, regardless of
how modest in size, and may use market-rate loans,
not to exceed $5,000, to start or to expand small
business ventures.

Funds may be used by intermediary agencies for the
administrative costs of the program and for any com-
bination of the following:

® For credit (direct loans, loan guarantees, revolv-
ing loan funds, and peer lending programs) for
establishing and expanding microenterprises.

e For technical assistance and support to refugee
entrepreneurs in business-related activities.

e For training in business-related matters or for
specific vocational English language training.

Grants were awarded as follows:
Continuation Awards
Church Avenue Merchants $96,500

Block Association
Brooklyn, New York

Coastal Enterprises, Inc. 165,000

Wiscasset, Maine

Ceater for Southeast Asian 80,000
Refugee Resettlement

San Francisco, California

Economic and Employment 105,000
Development Center
Los Angeles, California

Institute for Social and 174,123
Economic Development
Iowa City, Iowa

International Refugee Center
of Oregon
Portland, Oregon

Total
New Awards

Jewish Vocational Service
Boston, Massachusetts

Women’s Self-employment
Project
Chicago, Illinois

Ethiopian Community
Development Council
Arlington, Virginia

Interim Community
Development Association
Seattle, Washington

Kahlihi Palama Immigrant
Services
Honolulu, Hawaii

Lutheran Children and Family
Services of Eastern
Pennsylvania

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Merced County Department
of Economic and Strategic
Development

Merced, California

Total

Two additional grants, totaling $72,139, were
awarded for technical assistance to microenterprise

grantees:

Institute for Cooperative
Development
Manchester, New Hampshire

Institute for Social and
Economic Development
Iowa City, Iowa

Total
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90,000

$710,623

$100,000

105,000

97,500

97,500

96,500

97,000

20,000

$613,500

$50,000

22,139

$72,139




o Hmong Self-Sufficiency Project

In FY 1992, ORR provided a third year of funding in
the amount of $89,000 to the Merced County Human
Services Agency to continue its Hmong self-sufficien-
cy project. Modeled after the Wisconsin Key States
Initiative, the Merced project uses a set of employ-
ment strategies aimed at reducing welfare depend-
ency through increased employment. Services are
provided to a predominantly Hmong population
through a Hmong MAA, Lao Family Community of
Merced. The ORR funds are matched by county tar-
geted assistance funds. In its second year of opera-
tion, the project achieved 15 grant terminations and
27 welfare grant reductions due to employment, rep-
resenting 89 percent of its goal.

® Hmong National Strategy Implementation

A three-year Hmong national plan of action to in-
crease self-sufficiency and reduce welfare depend-
ency was drafted and adopted at a national con-
ference of Hmong community representatives in
March 1991. The Hmong National Strategy Coor-
dinating Committee (HNSCC), comprised of 12
Hmong representatives from different regions of the
US., was elected at the conference to oversee im-
plementation of the national plan. ORR funded the
Committee in FY 1991 to support its implementation
efforts.

The Committee received $84,605 in ORR discretion-
ary funding in FY 1992 to continue working with
Hmong communities throughout the country to im-
plement the Hmong national plan of action. A grant
was awarded to the Committee through its fiscal
agent, Asian Community Services of Decatur, Geor-
gia.

In FY 1992, HNSCC members held meetings in 40
Hmong communities to assist these communities to
develop local plans and timetables for implementing
parts of the Hmong national self-sufficiency strategy.
By the end of FYy 1992, 36 communities had
developed and had begun to carry out local im-
plementation plans. In addition, the Committee es-
tablished a bi-monthly newsletter for Hmong com-
munities nationwide to disseminate information on
available jobs and favorable resettlement oppor-
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tunities in different Hmong communities and on suc-
cessful efforts undertaken by Hmong communities to
implement the national plan.

® Amerasian Initiative

ORR  continued for another year its cooperative
agreement with InterAction to assist in the resettle-
ment of the more than 17,000 Vietnamese
Amerasians and family members who entered the
United States in FY 1992. Amerasians are children
born in Vietnam to Vietnamese mothers and
American fathers. They and their accompanying
family members are admitted to the US, under the
Amerasian Homecoming Act of 1988 (Pub. L. No.
100-202) as immigrants, but are entitled to the same
social services and assistance benefits as refugees.

Most of the more than 56,000 arrivals who have
resettled in the U.S. since enactment of the
Amerasian Homecoming Act have not joined estab-
lished relatives. To provide them with specialized
services and the companionship of others in the same
situation, they are being placed in a number of
“cluster sites” about the country. These sites have the
capacity to absorb the new arrivals and have
provided good resettlement opportunities in the past.
In FY 1992, the national voluntary resettlement agen-
cies designated approximately 55 such communities
for cluster resettlement of free case Amerasians.
Under the InterAction agreement, local affiliates of
the national voluntary agencies may undertake com-
prehensive planning for the Amerasian caseload and
may apply for sub-grants from InterAction for spe-
cial activities to assist in Amerasian resettlement.

In FY 1992, ORR made $2,770,535 available to Inter-
Action under the cooperative agreement. Inter-
Action made sub-grants to communities throughout
the United States which expected to receive more
than 100 Amerasians and family members each.
Communities which received sub-grants of ap-
proximately $35,000 were Boston and Springfield,
Massachusetts; Portland, Maine; Buffalo, Rochester,
Syracuse; Utica, Binghamton, and the Bronx, New
York; Newark and Trenton, New Jersey; Philadel-
phia and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; the Washington
D.C. area; Richmond, Virginia; Greensboro, North
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Year Obligations
1988 593,232
1989 960,555
1990 2,176,675
1991 2,963,679
1992 2,770,535
Total $9,434,676

Carolina; Jacksonville and Orlando, Florida; Mobile,
Alabama; New Orleans and Baton Rouge, Louisiana;
Louisville, Kentucky; Chicago, Illinois; Lansing and
Grand Rapids, Michigan; Minneapolis, Minnesota;
Fargo, North Dakota; Oklahoma City, Oklahoma;
Dallas, Houston, and Beaumont, Texas; Salt Lake
City, Utah; Denver, Colorado; Lincoln, Nebraska;
Phoenix and Tucson, Arizona; Santa Clara, San
Diego, Orange County, Los Angeles, Sacramento,
and Oakland, California; Portland, Oregon; Secattle
and Tacoma, Washington; Honolulu, Hawaii; Bur-
lington, Vermont; Hartford, Connecticut; St. Louis
and Kansas City, Missouri; Sioux Falls, South
Dakota; Memphis and Nashville, Tennessee; Daven-
port, fowa; Wichita, Kansas; and Atlanta, Georgia.

¢ Cambodian Network Council

The Cambodian Network Council (CNC), a national
network of 58 Cambodian grassroots organizations,
received a discretionary grant of $109,888 in FY 1992
to work in partnership with Cambodian MAAs and
Cambodian community leaders to address issues
confronting Cambodians in their resettlement in the
U.s.

During FY 1992, CNC continued the work of the
Cambodian Network Development Project (CNDP),
based in Washington D.C,, in pursuing the twin ob-
jectives of building leadership among women, youth,
and Cambodian services providers and strengthening
the coalition of Cambodian communities and MAAs
and their work,

In support of this work, CNC held one national and
three local consultations with over 375 participants.
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Two consultations were convened in Long Beach,
California and one each in Denver, Colorado and
Dayton, Ohio. A youth workshop was organized in
Houston, Texas.

CNC continues to publish a quarterly newsletter
Community Focus and has expanded its data base of
readers to 1,758. To strengthen its members’ or-
ganizational activities, four technical training sessions
were conducted in conjunction with the 4th Cam-
bodian National Convention; a strategy meeting was
held in Washington, D.C; a women’s leadership
training workshop was held in Denver, Colorado;
and a system of regular notification of grant an-
nouncements for all active coalition members was es-
tablished. To further the work of the coalition, CNC
has raised, through grassroots efforts, $25,000 from
the Cambodian community and an additional $32,500
from other sources.

@ Refugee Crime Victimization

ORR continued its interagency agreement with the
Community Relations Service (CRS) of the Depart-
ment of Justice to address problems of refugee crime
victimization. ORR provided $125,000 to CRS to
convene a national workshop in Washington, D.C. on

the barriers facing Southeast Asian refugee resettle-

ment and to exchange information among victimiza-
tion grantees about methods to improve communica-
tion between refugee and law enforcement com-
munities. CRS also conducted regional and local
workshops in the Seattle/Tacoma area of
Washington; New Orleans, Louisiana; Providence,
Rhode Island; Phoenix, Arizona; and Fresno,
Sacramento, Stockton, and Orange County, Califor-
nia. CRS also supported the participation of refugee
crime victimization project staff at several other
crime-related meetings. Under the ORR/CRS agree-
ment, CRS is working with the California Commis-
sion of Peace Officers Standards and Training to
develop a training curriculum to assist police depart-
ments working with or hiring Southeast Asian police.

® Former Vietnamese Political Prisoners

Through its social services formula grants which are
based on the number of FY 1991 arrivals, ORR
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granted over $1 million in discretionary funds to 24
States to support former Vietnamese political
prisoners and their accompanying family members.
This funding is intended to support the target
population with special services such as peer sup-
port, adjustment and referral services, employment
and vocational training, and special orientation.
Grant recipients were the following:

—
California $461,803
(Los Angeles, San Diego,
Santa Clara, Alameda,
and Orange Counties)
Texas (Houston and Dallas) 99,983
Washington ‘ 41,491
Virginia 39,520
Georgia 32,314
Florida 28,374
Massachusetts 27,360
Arizona 25,221
" Pennsylvania 23,251
New York 21,280
Michigan 18,747
Nebraska 18,353
Maryland 17,790
Louisiana 17,396
Tennessee 14,468
Missouri 14,243
Ilinois 13,849
Oregon 13,511
Minnesota 12,892
North Carolina 11,991
Oklahoma 11,879
Kentucky 11,541
New Jersey 11,485
Colorado 11,259
Total $1,000,301

Program Monitoring

In FY 1992, ORR continued to carry out its program
monitoring responsibility for the State-administered
refugee resettlement program through continued
oversight of the States. During the fiscal year, ORR
reviewed State submissions of State plans and plan
amendments, State estimates of expenditures, and
Quarterly program performance and fiscal status
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reports; provided technical assistance to State agen-
cies; and conducted direct monitoring of key aspects
of State programs.

ORR reviewed statistical and narrative information
on program performance submitted by States on the
Quarterly Performance Report (QPR). An analysis
of several key program measures indicates that:

e Of 73,438 refugees enrolled in ORR-funded
employment services (excluding targeted assis-
tance funded services), 26,009 were placed into
jobs during FY 1992, The annual entered
employment rate achieved by local employment
providers funded through refugee social services
was 35 percent. Unit costs associated with par-
ticipation in employment services averaged $377
nationally. The national average cost for job
placement was $1,078 per individual, a one per-
cent decrease over job placement per capita
costs in FY 1991,

Employment retention rates recorded during FY
1992 indicate that 67 percent of all refugees
placed into employment retained their jobs for
at least 90 days.

As of September 30, 1992, the average hourly
wage reported by all States for refugees placed
into employment by ORR-funded employment
services was $5.48.

Nearly 47,000 refugees were enrolled in English
language training classes during FY 1992. Of
these, approximately 20,450 (or 44 percent) com-
pleted at least one level of training, Average unit
costs for ESL enrollment were $272; for comple-
tion of at least one level, unit costs averaged
$624.

In addition to the activities described above, social
services dollars paid for a wide array of supportive
services, including on-the job-training, try-out
employment, vocational English language training,
interpretation and translation services, mental health
counseling, social adjustment, and transportation and
day care costs associated with employment. Because
this is a State-administered program, the mix of ser-
vices varies among States, depending on local
population needs.
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® Field Monitoring

While in previous years ACF Regional Office staff
carried out monitoring of ORR projects, in FY 1992
this responsibility was assumed by the ORR head-
quarters staff. In all, 31 State refugee programs were
visited. A summary of significant field monitoring
during FY 1992 follows:

Alabama —ORR staff monitored service providers in
Bayou La Batre. A day care center, an ESL and
employment service provider, and the local Cam-
bodian community were visited.

Arizona —Staff participated in a meeting of the
Arizona International Refugee Consortium and also
visited several social service projects.

Arkansas — Site visits were made to Little Rock, Fort
Smith, and Hot Springs to meet with the State
Refugee Coordinator and voluntary agency and con-
tract staff.

California —Staff consulted with the State
Coordinator’s office, received a county-by-county
briefing, visited service providers in Sacramento
County, accompanied State and county staff on a
review of service providers in Santa Clara County,
reviewed the service procurement process in that
county, and conducted a review of the Hmong self-
sufficiency project in Merced County.

Colorado—Staff attended conferences of the
Refugee Service Providers’ Network aimed at
redesigning coordination of services in anticipation
of decreasing financial resources.

Connecticut —Staff consuited with the State
Coordinator’s office and met with local voluntary
agency and MAA leaders on program issues and
funding concerns. Staff also met with State health of-
ficials to review medical screening of refugees.

Florida— ORR staff, including ORR-Florida Office
staff, monitored service providers in Dade County
and visited Jackson Memorial Hospital, a pilot
project serving Haitian students, a day care facility,
an employment service provider, and a correctional
facility. On another. visit, staff participated in a

statewide conference in preparation for implementa-
tion of the Private Resettlement Program.

Georgia—ORR staff, at the request of the State,
provided technical assistance in job development to
local employment specialists in Atlanta.

Hawaii — Staff monitored the health screening pro-
gram for refugees in Honolulu, with emphasis on
coordination between the State health department
and INS. :

Ilinois —Staff took part in a conference of the II-
linois consortium of Mutual Assistance Associations
aimed at improving relations between MAAs and
ORR.

Towa—Staff visited ESL and employment services
sites and participated, with refugee leaders, State
staff, and a statewide consortium of refugee service
providers, in a conference on the implications of the
Private Resettlement Program.

Kansas —Site visits were made to Kansas City,
Topeka, Wichita, Dodge, Garden City, and Liberal
to meet with the State Refugee Coordinator, volun-

tary agency, MAA, and contract staff, leading to a
successful State application for Job Links funding.

Kentucky —Staff monitored the Louisville Refugee
Ministries, an affiliate of the U.S. Catholic Con-
ference, prior to and leading to implementation of a
Wilson/Fish demonstration project in that State.

Louisiana — Staff met with the State Refugee Coor-
dinator and voluntary agency staff in New Orleans,
Baton Rouge, and Lafayette to review administration
and program operation coordination.

Massachusetts —Staff consulted with - the State
Coordinator’s office to review results of the State
KSI program and progress of a Wilson/Fish proposal
to totally redesign the State refugee program.

Michigan —Staff participated in a meeting of a
statewide advisory consortium.

Minnesota — Staff took part in a meeting of the Lao
Family Community, met with State staff and MAAs,
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visited a refugee housing project, and conducted a
review of KST and targeted assistance providers.

Missouri—ORR staff visited St. Louis and Kansas
. City to meet with the State Refugee Coordinator and
voluntary agency staff.

Nebraska —Staff conducted site visits to social ser-
 vice providers in Omaha, Hastings, and Lincoln.

Nevada—ORR staff observed refugee social services
provided in Las Vegas in English language training,
employment counseling, and job development,

New York —Staff reviewed the status of the State KSI
Program and its phase-out plan, resulting in im-
provements in tracking and data reporting,

Ohio—Staff met with State refugee officials,
monitored county refugee assistance services, met
with voluntary agencies and MAAs, and attended
consortia meetings in Columbus, Cincinnati, Toledo,
Akron, and Cleveland.

Oregon—Staff conducted site visits to the major
employment services contractor, visited pre-employ-
ment training classes, and interviewed job developers
about Portland labor conditions.

South Dakota — With the State Refugee Coordinator,
staff monitored the voluntary resettlement agency
which receives most ORR service grants,

Tennessee —Staff met with the State Refugee Coor-
dinator, monitored service providers in Nashville,
and interviewed key personnel from Catholic
Charities, a local MAA, and a community-based or-
ganization serving refugees.

Texas —Site visits were made to Dallas, Houston,
and Halton City for conferences with the State
Refugee Coordinator, voluntary agencies, MAAs,
employment contract specialists, and ESL service
providers.

Utah — Staff conducted a site visit to observe employ-
ment and other social services and targeted assis-
tance projects.

Vermont —Staff consulted with State officials on
Tevising the administrative structure of the State
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refugee program, with the State deciding to contract
for services rather than provide them directly.

Virginia— ORR staff joined Virginia officials to
monitor social services and targeted assistance grants
in Arlington County.

Washington — Staff monitored the State KSI program
focusing on the amount and duration of employment-
related reimbursements received by participants.
Staff also met with State officials, MAAs, service
providers, and local volags.

Wisconsin —Staff monitored State KSI performance
and reviewed activities of all State sub-contractors.

® Audits

In FY 1992, the results of audits conducted pursuant
to the Single Audit Act of 1984 (Pub. L. No. 98-502)
and special purpose audits performed by the HHS
Office of Inspector General were issued to several
States administering refugee programs. The findings
are summarized below.

® Arkansas— Auditors recommended that the
State agency maintain proper documentation to
support financial reports and refund $21,942 in
unsupported costs.

Colorado— Auditors recommended that the
State establish procedures to identify and collect
overpayments.

Florida — Auditors recommended that the State
agency develop a system to cancel uncashed
checks and refund $29,061 in interest earned on
uncashed checks. Auditors also recommended
that the State refund $1,112,250 in payments for
ineligible recipients and adopt improved proce-
dures to remove ineligible recipients from the
payment system. '

Hawaii — Auditors recommended that. the State
agency monitor and review subrecipient audits to
ensure that refugee assistance expenditures are
audited in accordance with applicable Federal
rules and regulations.
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e Illinois — Auditors recommended that the State
establish monitoring plans, document case files
properly, and review vouchers prior to payment.

e Massachusetts — Auditors recommended that
the State should strengthen procedures to ensure
that quarterly financial status reports are filed
timely, eligibility is redetermined every six
months, case files are closed promptly so that in-
eligible refugees do not receive assistance, and
expenditures on quarterly reports are verified by
source documents.

e Washington— Auditors recommended that the

State agency document services provided when
establishing eligibility of recipients.

Program Evaluation

The Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) con-
tinued its program of evaluation to determine the ef-
fects and outcomes of special program initiatives, to
identify ways to improve program effectiveness, and
to obtain up-to-date information on the socio-
economic situation of selected refugee populations
and communities. :

® Contracts Awarded in FY 1992

No new contracts were awarded in FY 1992.

® Studies in Progress

The following evaluation study remains in progress:

Evaluation of the Key States Initiative, contracted
to Deloitte Touche of Seattle, Washington, for
$336,781 in FY 1987 for a two-year period and
$296,746 in FY 1989 to continue the study for an ad-
ditional 18 months, to conduct an evaluation of a
special initiative to increase self-sufficiency and
reduce welfare dependency in selected States with
high refugee welfare dependency. The Key States In-
itiative (KSI) is a collaborative effort between the
Office of Refugee Resettlement and five States—
Minnesota, New York, Washington, Wisconsin, and
Massachusetts—to implement multi-year self-suf-

ficiency strategies tailored to the specific circumstan-
ces 1n each State.

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess progress
made in implementing KSI strategies in the par-
ticipating States; to determine the impact of these
strategies on refugee employment, self-sufficiency,
and welfare dependency; and to determine the costs
and benefits of this initiative. This evaluation in-
cludes an analysis of welfare grant reductions and
terminations that result from refugees becoming
employed through KSI, changes in family income,
welfare cost savings derived from this initiative, and
recipient characteristics to determine what types of
refugee families are being affected by KSI. The con-
tract is scheduled to end in FY 1993; a final report
will be available at that time.

® Studies Completed in FY 1992
No studies were completed in FY 1992,

Data and Data System Development

Maintenance and development of ORR’s com-
puterized data system on refugees continued during
FY 1992. Information on refugees arriving from all
areas of the world is received from several sources
and compiled by ORR staff. Records were on file by
the end of FY 1992 for the approximately 1.5 million
refugees who have entered the U.S. since 1975. This
data system is the source of most of the tabulations
presented in Appendix A and the population profile
section of the text.

Since November 1982, ORR’s Monthly Data Report
has covered refugees of all nationalities. This report
continues to be distributed to State and local officials
by the State refugee coordinators while ORR dis-
tributes the report directly to Federal officials and to
national offices of voluntary agencies. The monthly
report provides information on estimated cumulative
State populations of Southeast Asian refugees who
have arrived since 1973; States of destination of new
refugee arrivals; country of birth, citizenship, age,
and sex of newly arriving refugees; and the numbers
of new refugee arrivals sponsored by each voluntary
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reseftlement agency. Since the summer of 1988, the
monthly report has included a tabulation of arriving
Amerasian immigrants by State. Also, a special set of
summary tabulations is produced monthly for each
state ‘and mailed to the State refugee coordinators
for their use. In addition to the same categories of
information produced for the national-level report,
the State reports include a tabulation of the counties
in which refugees are being placed and a separate
county tabulation of Amerasians. These reports pro-
vide a statistical profile of each State’s refugees that
can be used in many ways by State and local officials
in the administration of the refugee program. ORR
also produces other special data tabulations and data
tapes as needed for its administration of the pro-

gram

Section 412(a)(8) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act requires the Attorney General to provide ORR
with information supplied to the INS by refugees ap-
plying for permanent resident alien status. This col-
Tection of information (on form I-643) is designed to
ish an update on the progress made by refugees
ring the one-year waiting period between their ar-
al in the U.S. and their application for adjustment
tus. The data collection instrument focuses on
fugees migration within the U.S,, their current
hold composition, education and language
z before and after arrival, employment history,
h.language ability, and assistance received.
bas begun to link the new information with the
record, creating a longitudinal data file.
- FY 1990, ORR developed a new data entry
0.1mprove the process of capturing data from
n. ORR is considering using migration data
"from these adjustment of status information
‘the future source of secondary migration
(See discussion of -secondary migration

992, ORR continued to work with the
Data Center (funded by the Bureau for
‘Tograms . of the Department of State) to
¢ ability to exchange records between the
Systems. This project has enhanced the
ORR’s data system. From the Refugee
s records, ORR is adding information
ackground characteristics of refugees at
-arrival, including educational achieve-
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ment, English language ability, and occupation.
Reports summarizing this information are being
developed.
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Key Federal Activities

Congressional Consultations on Refugee
Admissions

The Refugee Act of 1980 established procedures
both for setting an annual level of refugee admissions
to the United States and for raising that level, if
necessary, due to an unforeseen refugee emergency.
Under the Act, the U.S. Coordinator for Refugee
Affairs manages both the normal and emergency
processes for setting admissions levels.

Following meetings with State and local government
officials, voluntary agencies, and refugee leaders, the
annual consultations with the Congress on refugee
admissions for FY 1993 took place in September and
October, 1992. After considering Congressional
views, the President signed Presidential Determina-
tion No. 93-1 on October 2, 1992, setting the FY
1993 world-wide refugee admissions ceiling for
funded admissions at 122,000 for FY 1993, allocated
to regional subceilings as follows: 52,000 refugees
from East Asia, 50,000 from the former Soviet
Union; 1,500 from Eastern Europe; 7,000 from the
Near East and South Asia; 7,000 from Africa; 3,500
from Latin America and the Caribbean; and 1,000
admissions numbers to be allocated as needed.

An additional 10,000 refugee admission numbers are
contingent on private sector funding. This year,
another 10,000 refugee admissions numbers were
made available for the adjustment to permanent
residence status of aliens who have been granted
asylum in the United States, as justified by
humanitarian concern or otherwise in the national in-
terest.

In addition, the President specified that the following
persons may, if otherwise qualified, be considered
refugees for the purposes of admission to the United
States while still within their countries of nationality
or habitual residence:

e Persons in Vietnam.
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e Persons in Cuba, El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Haiti.

® Persons in the former Soviet Union.
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III. REFUGEES IN THE UNITED STATES

Population Profile

This section characterizes the refugees in the United
States, focusing primarily on those who have entered
since 1975. All tables referenced by number appear
in Appendix A.

Nationality of U.S. Refugee Population

Southeast Asians remain the largest category among
recent refugee arrivals. Approximately 1,029,600 have
resettled in this country since 1975. Seventy-eight
percent have been in the U.S. for more than five
years, long enough to become citizens.* About 29
percent of the Southeast Asians arrived in the U.S. in
the peak FY 1980-1981 period. Vietnamese continue
as the majority group among the refugees from
Southeast Asia, although the ethnic composition of
the entering population has become more diverse
over time. In 1975 and most of the subsequent four
years, about 90 percent of the arriving Southeast
Asian refugees were Vietnamese. Their share of the
whole has declined gradually, especially since per-
sons from Cambodia and Laos began to arrive in
larger numbers in 1980. No complete enumeration of
any refugee population has been carried out since
January 1981, the last annual Alien Registration un-
dertaken by the Immigration and Naturalization Ser-
vice (INS). At that time, 72.3 percent of the
Southeast Asians who registered were from Vietnam,
213 percent were from Laos, and 6.4 percent were
from Cambodia. By the end of FY 1992, the Viet-
namese made up 65 percent of the total while 21 per-
cent were from Laos, and about 14 percent were
from Cambodia. A little less than one-balf of the

*

refugees from Laos are from the highlands of that
nation and are culturally distinct from the lowland
Lao.

With over 1,029,600 persons, the Southcast Asians
have probably surpassed the numeric level of the
Cubans, who have been the largest of the refugee
groups admitted since World War II. Most Cubans
entered in the 1960s and are well established in the
United States. Many have become citizens. Since
1975, about 44,000 Cuban refugees have arrived,
which is less than five percent of all the Cuban
refugees in the country.**

Approximately 321,000 Soviet refugees arrived in the
United States between 1975 and 1992; the peak
periods have been 1979-1980 and 1988 to the
present. Those permitted to emigrate by the Soviet
authorities have been primarily Jews, Armenians,
and, more recently, Pentecostal Christians.

Many other refugee groups of much smaller size
have arrived in the United States since the enact-
ment of the Refugee Act of 1980. Polish refugees ad-
mitted under the Refugee Act number more than
38,000, with the largest numbers having arrived in
1982 and 1983. Almost 40,000 Romanian refugees
have entered since April 1, 1980, along with over
10,000 refugees from Czechoslovakia, 6,000 from
Hungary, and lesser numbers from the other Eastern
European nations. By the end of FY 1992, the
refugee population from Afghanistan was over 30,000
while that from Ethiopia exceeded 31,000. Almost
37,000 Iranians and almost 10,000 Iraqgis have

The following discussion does not include the more than 56,000 Vietnamese Amerasians and their accompanying families members

who have been admitted under the Amerasian Homecoming Act of 1988.

K%
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This discussion does not include the 125,000 Cubans designated as “entrants” who arrived during the 1980 boatlift.
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entered the United States in refugee status. Exact
figures on the number of persons granted refugee
status since April 1, 1980 are presented in Table 13.

Geographic Location of Southeast Asian
Refugees

Southeast Asian refugees have settled in every State
and several territories of the United States. Large
residential concentrations can be found in a number
of West Coast cities and in Texas, as well as in
several East Coast and Midwestern cities. Growth in
the State populations of Southeast Asian refugees
during FY 1992 was due primarily to new arrivals
from overseas, as the reported secondary migration
during FY 1992 was low relative to the size of the
population.

Because the INS Alien Registration of January 1981
was the most recent relatively complete enumeration
of the resident refugee population, it was the starting
point for the current estimate of their geographic
distribution. (These 1981 data appeared in the ORR
Report to the Congress for FY 1982.) The baseline
figures as of January 1981 were increased by the
known resettlements of new refugees between
January 1981 and September 1992, and the resulting
totals were adjusted for secondary migration using
new data presented below. At the close of FY 1992,
10 States were estimated to have in excess of 20,000
residents who arrived as Southeast Asian refugees.
This population now exceeds 715,000, and represents
almost 73 percent of Southeast Asian refugee ar-
rivals.

The proportion of Southeast Asian refugees living in
California is estimated at 39.8 percent, about the
same proportion as estimated since 1987. Over a ten-
year period from 1983 to 1992, ORR data show a
declining trend in secondary migration to California
so that most of the State’s growth in refugee popula-
tion now can be attributed to initial placements of
.new arrivals who are joining established relatives. Al-
most all of these 10 States maintained steady growth
and a constant share of the refugee population.
Similarly, the Southeast Asian refugee populations of
most States grew slightly or remained relatively
stable during FY 1992,
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State Number Percent
California 409,800 39.8%
Texas 76,900 75
Washington 47,800 4.6
Minnesota 37,700 3.7
New York 36,000 35
Massachusetts 32,200 3.1
Pennsylvania 31,600 3.1
Illinois 31,000 30
Virginia 26,100 2.5
Oregon 22,200 22
Total 715,300 72.9%
Secondary Migration

A number of explanations for secondary migration by
refugees have been suggested: employment oppor-
tunities, the pull of an established ethnic community,
more generous welfare benefits, better training op-
portunities, reunification with relatives, or a con-
genial climate.

The Refugee Assistance Amendments of 1982
amended the Refugee Act of 1980 (section
412(a)(3)) directing ORR to compile and maintain
data on the secondary migration of refugees within
the United States. ORR developed the Refugee
State-of-Origin Report (ORR-11) and the current
method of estimating secondary migration in 1983 in
response to this directive. The principal use of such
data is to allocate ORR social service funds to
States. The most recent compilation was June 30,
1992.

The method of estimating secondary migration is
based on the first three digits of social security num-
bers which are assigned geographically in blocks by
State. With the assistance of their sponsors, almost
all arriving refugees apply for social security numbers
immediately upon arrival in the United States.
Therefore, the first three digits of a refugee’s social
security number are a good indicator of his or her
initial State of residence in the U.S. (The current sys-
tem replaced an earlier program in which blocks of
social security numbers were assigned to Southeast
Asian refugees during processing before they arrived
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in the U.S. The block of numbers reseived for Guam
was used in that program, which ended in late 1979.)
If a refugee currently residing in California has a 50-
cial security number assigned in Nevada, for ex-
ample, the method treats that person as having
moved from initial resettlement in Nevada to current
residence in California.

States participating in the refugee program reported
to ORR a summary tabulation of the first three digits
of the social security numbers of the refugees cur-
rently receiving assistance or services in their
programs as of June 30, 1992. Most States chose to
report tabulations of refugees participating in their
cash and medical assistance programs, in which the
social security numbers are already part of the
refugee’s record. Several States were able to add in-
formation on persons receiving only social services
and not covered by cash and medical reporting sys-
tems. The reports received in 1992 covered ap-
proximately 33 percent of the refugee population of
less than three years’ residence in the U.S,

Compilation of the tabulations submitted by all
reporting States results in a 53 x 53 State (and ter-
ritory) matrix which contains information on migra-
tion from each State to every other State. In effect,
State A’s report shows how many people have
migrated in from other States, as well as how many
people who were initially placed in State A are cur-
rently there. The reports from every other State,
when combined, show how many people have left
State A. The fact that the reports are based on cur-
rent assistance or service populations means, of
course, that coverage does not extend to all refugees
who have entered since 1975, However, the bias of
this method is toward refugees who have entered in
the past three years, the portion of the refugee
Population of greatest concern to ORR. Auvailable in-
formation also indicates that much of the secondary
migration of refugees takes place during their first
few years after arrival and that the refugee popula-
tion becomes relatively stabilized in its geographic
distribution after an initial adjustment period. The
matrix of all possible pairs of in- and out-migration
between States can be summarized into total in- and
out-migration figures reported for each State, and
these findings are presented in Table 17.
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Almost every State experienced both gains and losses
through secondary migration. On balance, eleven
States gained net population through secondary

migration. The largest net gain was the State of

Washington, with net in-migration of 2,872. North
Carolina, with strong in-migration and little out-
migration, recorded a net gain of 1,261, perhaps due
to its strong Planned Secondary Resettlement
programs. California and New York recorded the
largest net losses due to migration, 626 and 543,
respectively.

Another gauge of the effect of migration (other than
the magnitude) is the proportion of the refugee
population currently served by States who are secon-
dary migrants. For all States combined, the average
was only about eight percent. For California, only
about four percent of refugees currently served ini-
tially resettled in another State. The comparable fig-
ure was only about two percent in New York. In
other States, secondary migrants were a large
proportion of the service population, particularly in
Arkansas (46 percent), Mississippi (45 percent),
North Carolina and Towa (both with about 33 per-
cent). Other States with a significantly larger than
average proportion of their service population who
are secondary migrants include Washington and
South Dakota (19 percent), Kansas (18 percent), Ok-
lahoma and Texas (15 percent), and Louisiana (14
percent).

Examination of the detailed State-by-State matrix
showed two major migration patterns: a movement
into Washington and North Carolina from most parts
of the U.S. and a substantial amount of population
exchange between contiguous or geographically close
States. The first pattern is consistent with the histori-
cal pattern of migration by the refugees from
Southeast Asia and the second is predictable from
general theories of migration.
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Economic Adjustment

Overview

The Refugee Act of 1980, and the Refugee Assis-
tance amendments enacted in 1982 and 1986, stress
the achievement of employment and economic self-
sufficiency by refugees as soon as possible after their
arrival in the United States. The achievement of
economic self-sufficiency involves a balance among
three clements: the employment potential of the
refugees, including their skills, education, English
language competence, health, and desire for work;
the needs that they as individuals and members of
families have for financial resources, whether for
food, housing, or child-rearing; and the economic en-
vironment in which they settle, including the
availability of jobs, housing, and other local resour-
ces.

The economic adjustment of refugees to the United
States has historically been a successful and generally
rapid process. Naturally, a variety of factors can in-
fluence the speed and extent of refugees’ striving
toward economic self-sufficiency. Refugees often ex-
perience significant difficulties in reaching the
United States and may arrive with problems, such as
personal health conditions, that require attention
before the refugee can find work. Some refugees, for
example, children and the elderly, cannot reasonably
be expected to seek work. The general state of the
American economy also influences this process.
When jobs are not readily available, refugees—even
more than the general American population —may
be unable to find employment quickly even if they
are relatively skilled and actively seek work.
Household size and composition are also important,
influencing the degree to which entry-level jobs meet
the requirements of families that can include several
dependent children as well as dependent adults.
During FY 1992, the process of refugee economic

*
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adjustment appears to have followed patterns similar
to those of recent years, as discussed below.

Current Employment Status of Southeast
Asian Refugees

In 1992, ORR completed its 21st survey of a national
sample of Southeast Asian refugees, with data col-
lected by Opportunity Systems, Inc. The sample in-
cluded Southeast Asian refugees arriving from May
1987 through April 1992 and is the most recent and
comprehensive data available on the economic ad-
justment of these refugees. Unlike annual surveys
conducted prior to the 1985 survey, the 1992 survey
continues the practice of including only those
refugees who have arrived in the U.S. during a five-
year period ending five months before the time of in-
terviewing. In addition, ORR has converted the an-
nual survey to a longitudinal survey beginning with
the 1984 interviews. Each year those refugees who
have been in the U.S. five years or less and who were
included in the sample in the past four years are
again included in the new sample. Refugees who ar-
rived since the previous year’s survey are sampled
and added to the total survey population each year.
Thus, the survey continuously tracks the progress of
a randomly sampled group of refugees over their ini-
tial five years in this country. This not only permits
comparison of refugees arriving in different years,
but also allows assessment of the relative influence of
experiential and environmental factors on refugee
progress toward self-sufficiency. However, due to
time constraints, the data presented here are
analyzed cross-sectionally.*

Results of the 1992 survey indicate a labor force par-
ticipation rate of 37 percent for those in the sample

A technical description of the survey can be found on page 59 of this section.
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Labor Force
Participation
(Percent)
Year In In In In
of 1988 1989 1990 1991
1992 — - - -
1991 — — - . 23
1990 - - 21 35
1989 21 35 32
1988 20 30 33 36
1987 30 35 30 31
Total**
Sample " 37 37 36 36
U.S. ***
Rates 66 66 66 66

*Household members 16 years of age and older.

preceding the survey.

Current Employment Status of Southeast Asian Refugees,* 1992

Unemployment
Rate
(Percent)
In In In In In In

1992 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

**The figures for “total sample” include members of households whose sampled person arrived during the S-year period

***September unadjusted figures from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor.

33 — - - — 32
37 — — - 14 19 .
34 - - 31 28 14
37 — 27 14 18 1
35 21 24 5 12 14
35 24 5 2 9 6
37 8 11 8 14 16
66 5 5 55 6.4 72

aged 16 years and older, as compared with 66 per-
cent for the U.S. population as a whole. Of those in
the labor force— that is, those working or seeking
work, the unemployment rate was 16 percent in 1992
for Southeast Asian refugees entering the past five
years, compared with 7.2 percent for the total U.S.
Population,

Thus, for refugees who entered the U.S. after April
1987, labor force participation was considerably
lower than for the overall United States population
and the unemployment rate was about twice as high.
These averages are calculated for purposes of com-
parison with the United States population. They in-
clude many Southeast Asian refugees who have been
in the country for only a short time and also exclude

53



Report to Congress

from the sample refugees who arrived before May
1987 and are more likely to be residing in self-suffi-
cient households (although some sampled refugees
arc members of households which contain refugees
who arrived earlier).

During the past decade, both longitudinal and cross-
sectional analysis of labor force data for recent
refugee arrivals has shown that their participation
rate increases during the first year and then levels
off, with little if any improvement in labor force par-
ticipation rate between the second and fifth years.
Those refugees who are in the labor force tend to
have high unemployment the first year in the U.S,,
but their unemployment rate after five years parallels
that for the U S.

Data from the 1992 survey are basically consistent
with these trends. The labor force participation rate
for refugees who have been in the U.S. less than six
months was about 15 percent in 1992, rose to 39 per-
cent for those in the U.S. seven to 12 months, and
then did not change significantly for refugees who
had been in the US. for up to five years. One en-
couraging sign—or perhaps a statistical anomaly —
was that the labor force participation in 1992 of that
year’s arrivals (33 year percent) was higher than that
of first year arrivals in 1991 (23 percent). However,
unemployment, one of the two components of the
labor force, was particularly high for 1992 arrivals
(32 percent compared to 14 percent in 1991 for 1991
arrivals).

For the Southeast Asian refugee population, labor
force participation has remained relatively steady
with a slight declining trend over the past decade.
The rate was 44 percent in 1985, 41 percent in 1986,
39 percent in 1987, 37 percent in 1988 and 1989, 36
percent in 1990 and 1991, and 37 percent again in
1992,

The recent data on unemployment rates indicate the
record of refugees who do participate in the labor
force in finding jobs and the effects of the recent
recession. In October 1985, the unemployment rate
for Southeast Asian refugees arriving in the five pre-
vious years was 17 percent. It declined to a low of
eight percent in 1988. The unemployment rate for
refugees rose to eleven percent in 1989, dropped

again to eight percent in 1990, climbed again to 14
percent in 1991 and 16 percent in 1992.

Data by year of entry illustrate the effects of length
of time in the U.S. on unemployment. For 1987 ar-
rivals, for example, unemployment decreased from
24 percent in 1988 to six percent by 1992. Subsequent
arrivals saw decreases as well, though of lesser mag-
nitude.

The kinds of jobs that refugees find in the United
States are often different in type and socioeconomic
status from those they held in their country of origin.
For example, almost 42 percent of the employed
adults sampled held white collar jobs in their country
of origin; only about 19 percent held similar jobs in
the United States in 1992. While 11 ‘percent were
professional or managerial workers in their country
of origin, only one percent were so employed in the
US. Conversely, far more Southeast Asian refugees
hold blue collar jobs in the U.S. than they did in
their countries of origin. The survey data indicate,
for example, a four-fold increase in skilled blue col-
lar occupations and doubling in semi-skilled jobs
over the proportions in those jobs in Southeast Asia.
Over one-third of the employed were farmers or in-
volved in fishing in their country of origin.

Current and Previous Occupational Status
of Southeast Asian Refugees

1992
In Country

Occupation of Origin In US.
Professional/

Managerial 11.2% 0.9%
Sales/Clerical 304 , 185
Total, White Collar 41.6 194
Skilled 4.8 194
Semi-skilled 129 305
Laborers 1.0 124
Total, Blue Collar 18.7 633
Service workers 93 17.7
Farmers/fishers 36.8 0.6
Total, Other 46.1 183
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Factors Affecting Employment Status

The ability of Southeast Asian refugees to seek and
find employment in the United States is influenced
by many factors. Some of these involve individual
decisions about whether to seek work. As in previous
surveys, respondents who were not in the labor force
were asked why they were not secking work. The
reasons they gave varied by age and sex, but focused
on the demands of family life, health problems, and
decisions to gain training and education preparatory
to entering the job market.

For young adults 16 to 24 years of age, the pursuit of
education was the overriding concern. For those be-
tween the ages of 25 and 44, family needs also be-
came a major concern, and for those over the age of
44, health problems predominated as the reason for
not seeking work. These factors have typically been
‘most'important, relative to other factors, as reasons
" for not seeking work for these age groups. Limited
English language ability was not indicated as the pre-
“‘dominant reason for not working for any age group.
i: example, only seven percent of 35 to 44-year-
Ids* indicated limited English as their principal

reason for not working. However, as has been found
in previous surveys, English proficiency does affect
labor force participation. For those refugees in the
1992 sample who judged themselves to be fluent in
English, the labor force participation rate was 52
percént, compared with 37 percent for those who
spoke English “a little” and only eight percent for
those who indicated that they did not speak or un-
derstand English at all.

Effects of English Language Proficiency, 1992

Ability to Labor

Speak and Force

Understand Partici- Unem-
English pation ployment
Not at all 1.6% 31.3%
A little 37.3% 21.0%
Well 48.2% 8.3%
Fluently 51.8% 17.2%

Note: Labor force and unemployment figures refer to
all household members 16 years of age and older.

Southeast Asian Refugees Citing: -

Limited

English Education
58% 85.7%
55% 35.4%
74% 12.5%
6.9% 9.7%

Id members 16 years of age and older.

Reasons for Not Seeking Employment, 1992%

Family
Needs Health Other
3.4% 1.0% 4.1%
39.6% 6.1% 13.4%
55.1% 18.4% 6.6%
234% 49.7% 10.3%

 total of those not secking work for the reasons cited above equals 100 percent for each age group when added
“Other” category includes responses combining reasons for not seeking employment. This table includes all
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Achieving Economic Self-Sufficiency

The achievement of economic self-sufficiency hinges
on the mixture of refugee skills, refugee needs (in-
cluding such factors as household composition and
size), job opportunities, and the resources available
in the communities in which refugees resettle. The
occupational and educational skills that refugees
bring with them to the United States influence their
prospects for self-sufficiency.

Refugees in the survey are asked to assess their
English language competency at the time of their ar-
rival. These self-assessments have proved to be
somewhat unstable over time, with some refugees ap-
parently overestimating their English ability initially
and then re-evaluating it at a lower level when inter-
viewed in their second or third year. For example, in
1989, 14 percent of the newest arrivals reported that
they spoke English well or fluently upon arrival, but
in 1990, only five percent of the 1989 arrivals claimed
that degree of fluency in English.

Background Characteristics at Time of Arrival by
Year of Entry for Southeast Asian Refugees 16
Years of Age or Over, 1992

Percent Percent
Year Average Speaking Speaking
of Years of No English Well
Entry Education English or Fluently
1992 88 429 9.8
1991 9.0 428 72
1990 8.1 511 50
1989 54 64.8 64
1988 4.5 65.2 34
1987 41 74.3 0.1

Note: These figures refer to self-reported charac-
teristics of incoming Southeast Asian refugees at time
of arrival in the United States and should not be con-
fused with the current characteristics of these
refugees. All figures are based on responses of
refugees 16 years and older at the time of the 1992
survey who arrived from 1987 to 1992.
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About 10 percent of 1992 arrivals indicated that they
spoke English well or fluently, while 43 percent indi-
cated that they spoke no English. The average num-
ber of years of education completed was about nine
for the 1992 arrivals.

Based on the survey findings, a series of aggregate
characteristics of refugees was computed separately
for differing lengths of residence in the U.S. (These
figures are detailed in the table on page 57.) The
figures have historically (prior to 1986) shown in-

‘creasing labor force participation, decreasing un-

employment, and increasing weekly wages over time
in the United States. For 1992, the picture is some-
what mixed. While wages tended to increase with
time in the U.S,, the unemployment rate was higher
for refugees in the U.S. 31-60 months than for 25-30
months, and their labor force participation rate was
not significantly higher than that for refugees who
had been in the U.S. a shorter time. This mixed pat-
tern in these measures of adjustment is like the 1991
pattern.

" Working toward economic self-sufficiency is one part

of a refugee’s overall process of adjustment to the

United States. But influences on the process of

achieving economic self-sufficiency are numerous

and interrelated. An examination of the differences

between refugee households that are receiving public

cash assistance only, those receiving both cash assis-

tance and earned income, and those not receiving

cash assistance highlights some of the difficulties. -
(These figures appear in the table on page 58.)

Households that receive no cash assistance average
4.8 members and 23 wage earners. Houscholds
receiving cash assistance have an average of 5.6
members and no wage earners, while those with a
mix of earnings and assistance income average 6.1
members and 1.7 earners. Children under age 16
were about 44 percent of persons in households with
cash assistance income only, compared with 27 per-
cent of persons in households with public assistance
and earnings income and 16 percent of persons in
households with earnings income only. Only five per-
cent of Southeast Asian refugee households depend-
ent solely on public assistance contained one or more
persons fluent in English. About forty percent of
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households with earnings income only reported at
least one fluent English speaker.

Compared with the seven previous surveys, the 1992
survey showed no significant change in the propor-
tion of Southeast Asian households that were entirely
self-sufficient, a decreasing proportion receiving
some combination of assistance and earnings, and an
increasing proportion dependent on public assistance
only. The proportion with earnings income only was

32.9 percent for the 1992 sample, a fraction that has
varied little since 1985. The proportion with public
assistance and earnings income has decreased since
1985, from about 26 percent to 14.8 percent in 1992.
And conversely, the proportion with assistance in-
come only has increased, from 40.5 percent in 1985
to 52.3 percent in 1992. The figures for 1992 were
similar to those for 1991.

Patterns in the Adjustment of Southeast Asian Refugees
Age 16 and Over¥ 1992

Length of Residence in Months

0-6 7-12
Labor force
participation 15.2% 39.2%
Unemployment hid 29.2%
Weekly wages
of employed
persons = $172.01
Percent in
English
training 51.5% 57.1%
" ¢ Percent in
other training
or schooling 394% 18.5%
... Percent speaking
Bnglish well
or fluently 36.4% 271%
Percent speaking
no English 15.2% 18.7%

number of persons in this category is less than 10.

vious reports this table included Southeast Asian refugees living in households receiving cash assistance. Since

red changes in use of assistance over time may result from changes in the sample as well as changes in household com-
on under the current longitudinal susvey design, the item was omitted from this report. A substantial proportion of the
Juals covered were not in the same households one year earlier.

13-18 19-24 25-30 31-60
35.5% 34.2% 38.4% 39.5%
20.5% 20.0% 4.9% 17.0%
$182.34 $180.86 $189.68 $215.92
44.4% 28.1% 33.6% 123%
20.9% 43.8% 29.4% 32.0%
46.1% 62.3% 58.8% 434%
10.8% 8.2% 11.8% 23.0%
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Proportion of Southeast Asian Households by find jobs and move toward economic self-sufficiency

Income Type: 1985-1992 in their new country. The survey also shows labor

Publi Both P force participation stable. These trends may indicate

Assistance Cand A Onlyg continued progress of many refugees toward self-suf-

Only Earnings ficiency, but they also indicate that some refugees

1992 52.3% 14.8% 32.9% have difficulty in finding or retaining work and have

1991 26 137 38 withdrawn from the labor force. The data also indi-

) ’ ’ cate that the proportion of Southeast Asian refugees

1990 494 7o 336 dependent solely on public assistance has increased

1989 49.9 17.0 331 over the past decade.

1988 46.5 19.0 345
1987 470 21.0 32.0
1986 450 24.0 31.0
1985 40.5 26.0 335

Overall, findings from ORR’s 1992 survey indicate,
as in previous years, that refugees face significant
problems on arrival in the United States, but that
over time individual refugees increasingly seek and

Characteristics of Households Containing Cash Assistance Recipients
and Households Containing No Cash Assistance Recipients, 1992
Southeast Asian Refugee Househol