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December 7, 2018
VIA MAIL AND ELECTRONIC FILING
Samantha Deshommes, Chief
Regulatory Coordination Division
Office of Policy and Strategy
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Department of Homeland Security
20 Massachusetts Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20529–2140
Re.:

U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Comment in Opposition to Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking re. Inadmissibility on Public Charge Grounds
DHS Docket No. USCIS–2010–0012

Dear Ms. Deshommes:
The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, by majority vote, submits the following comments in
opposition to the Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and
how it determines whether an immigrant is inadmissible to the United States because he or she is
likely at any time to become a public charge. 1 The Commission is an independent, bipartisan, factfinding federal agency whose mission is to inform the development of national civil rights policy
and enhance enforcement of federal civil rights laws. 2 Congress has charged the Commission to,
among other duties, “make appraisals of the laws and policies of the Federal Government with
respect to discrimination or denials of equal protection of the laws under the Constitution of
the United States because of color, race, religion, sex, age, disability, or national origin, or in the
administration of justice.” 3 For decades, the Commission and its state advisory committees have
investigated and reported on the often negative civil and human rights implications of our nation’s
immigration laws and policies. 4 The Commission has very strong concerns that the proposed rule
communicates government animus against multiple marginalized communities such as people with
limited English proficiency, lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) individuals, and
people with disabilities and that the proposed rule will undermine the equity principles that are
foundational to the United States. The Commission requests DHS to consider and respond to the
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following comments and strongly urges DHS to keep the existing 1999 Field Guidance on this
subject in effect.
The proposed rule represents a drastic change in immigration policy. U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services (USCIS) currently defines public charge as an individual who is likely to
become “primarily dependent on the government for subsistence, as demonstrated by either the
receipt of public cash assistance for income maintenance, or institutionalization for long-term care
at government expense.” 5 The proposed rule significantly expands the range of immigrants who
will be considered a public charge to include not just people who receive public cash assistance as
their primary source of support, but also those who use government programs to supplement their
earnings, such as Medicaid, Section 8 housing programs, and the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP). 6 Under the proposed rule we expect a greater number of immigrants
will be denied visas or adjustment of immigrant status for the sole reason of accessing public
benefits that support their basic living needs such as food, housing, and healthcare. These changes
dramatically alter our nation’s immigration policies to prefer immigration that values only income
and wealth, and in so doing undermines a core American value celebrating economic opportunity
that follows from hard work. In addition, the changes would operate specific harm to limited
English speakers, LGBT communities, and the disability community. Our country’s diversity is
the source of its strength. As President Lyndon B. Johnson stated when he signed the Immigration
and Nationality Act of 1965:
Our beautiful America was built by a nation of strangers. From a hundred different
places or more they have poured forth into an empty land, joining and blending in
one mighty and irresistible tide. The land flourished because it was fed from so many
sources--because it was nourished by so many cultures and traditions and peoples. 7
The Commission is also disturbed by the potential negative impacts this proposed rule could have
on communities of color. The vast majority of immigrants to and in this country are people of
color. 8 Because most applicants for legal permanent residence are not eligible for public benefits
in the first instance, the likely greatest impact of the proposed rule will bear out in the analysis that
immigration officials will apply when assessing the likelihood of applicants to use public benefits
in the future. 9
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likely total circumstances that might follow from a choice to welcome immigrants of color. The
context in which this proposed rulemaking occurs makes that possibility especially likely: other
statements and policies from this Administration have indicated a preference against immigrants
from African, Latin American, or predominately Muslim countries. 10
In addition to immigrants who would be directly affected by the proposed rule, the proposed rule
would also create harmful chilling effects that discourage millions of immigrants legally present
and not affected by the proposed rule from accessing nutritional, medical, and housing services
even when critically necessary on a temporary basis. 11 The proposed rule even acknowledges the
rule may “increase the poverty of certain families and children, including U.S. citizen children.”12
Social and economic outcomes for children are highly dependent on the well-being of their parents
and families, and if their parents are discouraged from receiving aid from programs that support
their fundamental needs such as health care, food, and housing, the negative outcomes for these
affected children cannot be underestimated.
Limited English Proficient (LEP) Communities
For the first time, DHS proposes English language proficiency as a factor in determining whether
an immigrant will likely become a public charge in the future despite not being explicitly listed in
Section 212 of the Immigration and Nationality Act as a factor to be considered. 13 The Commission
is troubled with the disproportionate impact this factor would have on communities with high
levels of LEP individuals including the Asian American, Latino, Russian, Eastern European,
Middle Eastern, and African immigrant communities. 14
The Commission is also particularly troubled by the inclusion of English proficiency despite well
settled case law, statutes, and policies explaining that discrimination based on language or English
proficiency is prohibited. The Supreme Court unanimously held in Lau v. Nichols that
discrimination based on the inability to speak and understand English constitutes national origin
discrimination. 15 By barring a person from entry to the United States (or adjustment of visa status)
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based on projection about what persons from that country, or LEP persons from that country, might
do once here, is itself its own form of discrimination that this country has since repudiated. Prior
to the passage of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965, our nation’s immigration laws were
largely based on xenophobic and discriminatory beliefs and were designed to restrict immigration
from certain regions and countries. 16 In 1965 Congress amended our nation’s immigration statute
to include an anti-discrimination provision declaring that no individual shall “be discriminated
against in the issuance of an immigrant visa because of the person's race, sex, nationality, place of
birth or place of residence.” 17 Accordingly, by discriminating based on English language
proficiency the proposed rule violates our nation’s well-considered immigration laws banning
national origin discrimination.
LGBT Communities
The proposed rule will have a harmful effect on members of the immigrant LGBT community and
runs counter to our nation’s commitment to welcoming and supporting persons who may have
been discriminated against in their home countries due to their LGBT status. As detailed below,
participation from members of the LGBT community in particular federal benefit programs could
stem in part from discrimination that the LGBT community experiences in the workplace.
Penalizing immigrant LGBT persons for participation in federal benefit programs would,
therefore, potentially doubly penalize persons for the discrimination this country has not yet
eradicated, totally inconsistent with our nation’s promise of equity. Implementing this proposed
rule could perpetuate and exacerbate a cycle of discrimination.
In 2013 there were approximately 904,000 LGBT adult immigrants. 18 LGBT immigrants are
eligible to use all available means of immigration categories to apply for legal permanent
residence, including spousal visas after the Supreme Court’s decision in U.S. v. Windsor,
employment-based visas, and refugee visas for LGBT immigrants who have fled persecution in
their home countries. Studies have indicated that LGBT adults are more likely to participate in
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SNAP than non-LGBT adults and that nearly 1.2 million LGBT adults rely on Medicaid as their
primary source of health insurance. 19
Recent investigations by the Commission highlight our concerns regarding the proposed rule’s
likely negative impact on members of the immigrant LGBT community, especially because the
proposed rule would discourage their enrollment in benefits programs such as Medicaid. In our
report on workplace discrimination against the LGBT community, we found LGBT “workers have
faced a long, serious, and pervasive history of official and unofficial employment discrimination
by both federal, state, and local governments and private employers,” 20 leaving these workers
particularly vulnerable to unemployment resulting from discrimination and therefore in need at
times of access to public benefits. 21 Our research indicated “workplace discrimination can
drastically increase psychological stress and other mental health problems.” 22
The Commission’s investigations have also found that the transgender community is a uniquely
vulnerable community that faces discrimination and significant health, social, and economic
barriers. “[M]any transgender workers report experiencing hostile work environments where they
are often mistreated, harassed, physically or sexually assaulted, forced to present as a gender they
do not identify with, asked inappropriate questions, and deliberately taunted by the use of incorrect
pronouns by their coworkers.” 23 Our report also found:
[M]any transgender individuals consider themselves underemployed because they
are overqualified for their position. For example, transgender people report often
taking such jobs because of difficulties of being hired. According to a 2011 report,
transgender respondents who were unemployed have nearly double the rate of
engaging in survival sex work, four times the rate of homelessness, and 85 percent
more incarceration compared to those who were employed. In addition, they are
disproportionately more likely to be HIV positive, smoke, use drugs or drink
heavily, and have multiple suicide attempts. 24
As the Commission’s research makes clear, the LGBT community faces multiple forms of
discrimination whose cumulative effect could make members of this community particularly
vulnerable to the negative effects of the proposed rule. The proposed rule would serve to apply the
effects of discrimination as experienced by the American LGBT community – including increased
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likelihood of unemployment and underemployment, and a resulting need to draw on public
benefits – and inequitably curb immigration of LGBT individuals as a result.
People with Disabilities
The Commission is especially troubled by the proposed rule’s targeting of and discriminatory
impact on immigrants with disabilities. The proposed rule grants immigration officials greater
discretion and opens the door for them to rely on stereotypes and misconceptions that people with
disabilities cannot live meaningful, productive lives. Under the proposed rule, DHS provides an
ambiguous description of how immigration officials will be able to “consider disability as part of
the health factor to the extent that such disability, in the context of the alien’s individual
circumstances, impacts the likelihood of the alien becoming a public charge,” such as “potential
effects on the alien’s ability to work, attend school or otherwise support him or herself.” 25
The NPRM states “an applicant’s disability could not be the sole basis for a public charge
inadmissibility finding,” 26 ostensibly to avoid running afoul of federal disability laws. 27 The
NPRM pays mere lip service to the numerous protections federal laws provide to people with
disabilities in order to prevent discrimination in federal programs, education, and the workforce, 28
and fails to provide nondiscrimination protection to immigrants with disabilities that reflects these
protections. As the Commission stated in its landmark 1983 report on disability rights that helped
contribute to the development of the Americans with Disabilities Act, anti-disability
discrimination “law must, of course, acknowledge functional impairments, but it must also focus
on ways in which society can reasonably adapt to a wider range of mental and physical differences
than the handicapped-normal dichotomy has permitted.” 29 Moreover, the proposed rule does not
provide any meaningful guidance to immigration officials on permissible and impermissible
considerations they may take when factoring in a person’s disability for the purposes of a public
charge inadmissibility finding, leaving officials with “seemingly open-ended interpretation.” 30
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People with disabilities also disproportionately rely on Medicaid 31 and SNAP 32, oftentimes
because their disability qualifies for such programs. People with disabilities rely on these programs
to help support their full inclusion in society. Yet the rule counts the use of these programs against
immigrants with disabilities, which disregards, among others, the aims of the Rehabilitation Act
to “achieve equality of opportunity, full inclusion and integration in society, employment,
independent living, and economic and social self-sufficiency” for people with disabilities. 33
Conclusion
For all the above-mentioned reasons, the Commission urges DHS to consider and respond to these
comments and strongly urges DHS to keep the existing 1999 Field Guidance on this subject in
effect. The proposed rule raises numerous civil rights concerns and is in fundamental disagreement
with the spirit of our nation’s civil rights laws and core principles of equal opportunity.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on this proposed rulemaking. We welcome the
opportunity to meet with relevant staff and DHS leadership to discuss our concerns. Please feel
free to contact Rukku Singla, Special Assistant to Chair Catherine E. Lhamon, at
rsingla@usccr.gov, or Jason T. Lagria, Special Assistant to Commissioner Karen K. Narasaki, at
jlagria@usccr.gov if you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Catherine E. Lhamon, Chair

Patricia Timmons-Goodson, Vice-Chair

Debo Adegbile, Commissioner

David Kladney, Commissioner
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