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IRCA: Vernfication/Record Keeping
Requirements

» o oegeo
Bill S.1200: Stmpson-Mazzoli Act-Summary of House Report 99-1000, October 14, 1986

VERIFICATION/RECORD KEEPING REQUIREMENTS

The Senate bill provided that employers with four or
more employees, but not recruiters or referrers, must
comply with various verification requirements. It required
that a person employing four or more persons must verify
that he/she has examined documents which establish both §)
employment authorization and &) identity (showing that the
individual is not presenting documents relating to another
individual). A U.S. passport, certificate of U.S.
citizenship, certificate of naturalization, or certain
resident alien cards wouldjestablish both. . Otherwise, one
document of each type-would be presented.  Employment
authorization documents would includée the Social Security
card lor birth certificate. Identity documents would
include: drivers's license, other State-issued card, or,
under Gertain circumstances, other documentation approved
by the Attorney General. The Senate bill jalso provided
that the attéstation forms signed by ‘the employer and

employee 'must be (retained for| specified periods.|

The Senate bill did not impose civil fines for failure
to satisfy the above requirements. Instead, it provided
that if an employer did not meet them, the employer was
presumed to have knowingly hired the alien. The presumption
could have been rebutted by "clear and convincing evidence"

to the contrary.

The House amendment required employers to verify all
new hires by examining either 1) a U.S. passport, or 2)
a U.S. birth certificate or Social Security card and a
ariver's license, state issued I.D. card, or an alien
identification aocumen:)":",iequirea’ each employer to attest,
in writing,under pemalty of perjury, that he/she has seen
the documentation mentioned above. It also required the
employee to attest in writing that he/she is authorized to
work in the U.S. It also required the employer to retain
thevattestation forms for such periods as may be specified
by the Attoxmey Geheral.| (Eailure to, follow these
verification/record keeping requifemént would have subjected

the offending party to a civil fine of between $250 - $1000.

The House amendment also provided that nothing in this

section of the legislation was to be construed as /author-

izing, directly or indirectly, the creation/ of a national

identification card.

The Conference substitute adopts the House provisions

on coverage for, and the mandatory nature of, the

verification/record keeping requirements. It adopts the
Senate provisions on the documents to be used during the
verification process \and the time periods for retaining the
attestation forms. It provides a minimum civil fine of

$100 for violations of these requirements in lieu of the

$250 minimum fine in the House amendment. The Conference
substitute also provides that violations of the hiring
prohibition in the bill shall be considered in assessing the
level of the civil fine to be imposed. It also includes the
House provision that "nothing in this section shall be
construed to authorize, directly or indirectly, the issuance
or use of national identification cards or the establishment

of a national identification card.”
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Hispanic leaders lose
touch with rank, file

There nmmns a gxam loophole
in our immij

Al ’llnhwlu.l for ali-
ens to enter the United States ille-

and cut off the huge job magnet
drawing aliens here “was again
thwarted in the last Congrus by
Iispanic lobbyists with organiza-
tions such as LU LAC I!w National
Council lLIHlnIndMALDEF
all wnc out of thei asmng

continues to fight all efforts to
pass cmployer sanctions. Could it
be that the Hispanic leadership
has fallen out of step with the
rank and file on immigration pol-
icy?

‘The evidence is mounti

In March, 1978, Sen. LLnyd
3entsen of Texas took a survey of
Hispanic-Americans in Texas, and
found that 73 percent favored
“civil penalties for employers who
knowingly mre undocumented
alien workers.”
In 1979, Guillermina Jasso re-

Another view

Look at Texas. In May, 1984,
Inlenuunna.le
did exit polling in Texas, and

leased a poll of Texas Hispanics,
and asked, their. opinign about_a
m

ift may be dug in plrl. to
me antl i-immigration S
Ima genemzd K
sevel monms as wel
as dlfemnces in the working of
the question.)

A July 1983 national poll com-
missioned b!ymm Federation for
American ation Reform
(FAIR) and constructed ]ninll(y by
the % us firms of Pe-
ter D. Hart Research Associates

Lance T ie
ates, found that 60 percent of all
66 nt of His-

We readers 1o found that 60 percent of Hispanics
2&"‘08.“&?‘.- gln;wnoimqr favored for employers wi

ct in View." Send ly undocumented ali-

W-m-wn“mmm 4 :&" So did a conducted in

rginia Messec, J,':,,“N 5

o 171, San Antonio 78297. m&mm Torrae

e ol L Dl Even the most jaded poll

g watcher would have to admit that

the authdr. Articles amm a consensus has de-

‘odmnglo'duny m veloped: Hispanic-Americans

/ant employer sanctions.

Why this consensus exists is
“nlih the ywng hwyels
as LULAC HAL—

Rome burns” in the blue
¢o labo rket of the Sun
" dership fiddles in

sﬂ%ﬁ" ‘E”?Tm

Mawﬂ.lumeﬂlelel uget
touch with the American
peop!ewhomakolhvlng with the
sweat of their brow.
Maybe it's l.ime for them to
help an erployer sanctions
that will work

same worn arguments to kill any
m( progress on immigration

Roger Comner 13 Exacutve Drector of the
'Mm for Amercon Immigration Re-
orm
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