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A

mandatory electronic employment eligibility verification system will be part of any
comprehensive immigration reform bill, but requiring employers to participate in E-Verify 1
without legalizing existing unauthorized workers would compound the already-severe problems
of a struggling economy by imposing new costs on employers, preventing qualified workers
(including U.S. citizens) from working, increasing unemployment, and depriving the government of revenue.
As of January 2010, slightly more than 184,000 employers were enrolled in E-Verify 2 — representing only
2.5 percent of the approximately 7.4 million employers in the U.S. and accounting for less than 12 percent of
all new hires. 3 Mandatory E-Verify would drastically increase the burdens on the system and on the
economy.

■ Mandatory participation in E-Verify will undercut economic recovery.
• According to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), implementation of a mandatory program (without
legalizing the current undocumented population) would increase the number of employers and workers
who resort to the black market, outside of the tax system. This would decrease federal revenue by more
than $17.3 billion over ten years. 4
• The Arizona Republic reported that a 2008 state law requiring businesses to use E-Verify has resulted in
workers and businesses moving off the books into the cash economy. This shift is depriving the state of
income-tax revenue at the same time the state is facing a $1.6 billion budget gap.5
• Apart from lost tax revenues, the CBO estimates that implementation of a mandatory E-Verify program
would cost $3 billion over 5 years and $6.1 billion over 10 years. 6
• According to the author of a Cato Institute report, tighter interior immigration enforcement — including
policies such as making E-Verify mandatory — would reduce U.S. “household welfare” by $65 billion a
year. 7
• Imposing these costs on our federal government and U.S. households would be particularly unwise now as
our economy struggles with a $1.58 trillion deficit. 8 In 2009, the Treasury Dept.’s revenue was down
$138 billion from the previous year, the largest April-to-April decrease since at least 1981.9

■ Mandatory participation in E-Verify will place burdens on all businesses, especially small ones.
• Small, family-owned businesses do not have the resources to meet the demands of an electronic
verification system. Because most such businesses do not have staff dedicated exclusively to personnel
matters, they will have to divert scarce management time to E-Verify’s training requirements and to
tracking verification records. Many farms and other small businesses do not have high-speed Internet
access, which E-Verify requires. 10
• The exact impact of E-Verify on small businesses is still unknown because employers currently enrolled in
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E-Verify are not representative of all U.S. employers. Although 73 percent of businesses in the U.S. have
fewer than 10 employees, only 12 percent of E-Verify users are small businesses. 11
• According to the American Council on International Personnel (ACIP), the reason most employers have
not enrolled in E-Verify is not because they are hiring undocumented workers or shirking their
employment eligibility verification responsibilities, but because E-Verify enrollment is “not easy or
efficient.” 12
• One small business in Maryland has estimated that it would cost approximately $27,000 for the company
to use E-Verify for one year. 13
• According to a firm that provides financial analysis for private companies, small, privately held businesses
will likely experience even more job losses in the near future. 14 These already-struggling businesses will
face additional burdens and unanticipated problems if they are required to use E-Verify, potentially
harming their ability to create new jobs and revenue.

■ Mandatory participation in E-Verify won’t cure current high unemployment rates and will likely cause
them to increase.
• Some policymakers have simplistically and falsely asserted that participation in E-Verify will decrease
unemployment because “there are almost as many illegal immigrants in the labor force as there are
unemployed workers.” 15
• But that’s not what the research shows. Unemployment rates among native-born workers are actually
lower in areas with higher levels of immigration because spending by immigrants stimulates the economy
and creates additional jobs. In fact, there is no statistically significant relationship between unemployment
and recent immigration. 16
• Imposing mandatory E-Verify will exacerbate high unemployment rates. The Social Security
Administration (SSA) estimates that, if the system were mandatory, 3.6 million U.S. citizens and lawful
immigrants would either have to go to an SSA office to correct their records or lose their jobs. 17
• Deliberately doing something that will increase unemployment during a fragile economic recovery defies
common sense. In the period comprised by December 2009 and January 2010, the economy shed 170,000
jobs because of economic anxiety. 18 According to an economist for IHS Global Insight, “Businesses are
still very cautious. . . .” 19 Requiring employers to participate in E-Verify will discourage hiring in a
market already devastated by lay-offs.

■ E-Verify continues to be compromised by database errors — and these errors result in unjust firings,
failure to hire qualified workers, delayed employment, and lost productivity.
• In Arizona, where use of E-Verify is mandatory, the “concern most frequently identified” is that “tentative
non-confirmation” notices, or “TNCs” (the notice employers receive when the federal databases cannot
confirm a worker’s employment eligibility), are “issued on work-authorized individuals,” the U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Services Ombudsman found when it interviewed a variety of employers
there. 20
• Although the Dept. of Homeland Security (DHS), which administers E-Verify, claims that the error rates
are low, that is not what businesses report:
o A large multinational employer reported that 15 percent of queries it submitted to E-Verify resulted in
a TNC. 21
o MCL Enterprises, a company that owns 24 Burger King restaurants in Arizona, reported that over 14
percent of queries to E-Verify result in a TNC, and the rate for legal immigrant workers is 75
percent. 22
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• Even using DHS’s conservative estimates, if E-Verify were to be made mandatory nationwide, at least 1.2
million workers (or about 25,000 per state) would lose their jobs if they didn’t correct their records. 23
• These rates could increase with a mandatory electronic employment verification system (EEVS), because
each time a system grows even ten times larger, serious new technical issues arise that were not previously
significant. 24

■ Mandatory participation in E-Verify will hurt U.S. workers — the very workers proponents of E-Verify
say they want to protect.
• Although required by law to do so, employers do not always notify workers of a TNC. Workers who do
not contest database errors lose their jobs.
o According to a 2009 DHS-commissioned study, 42 percent of workers report that they were not
informed by their employer of a TNC, resulting in the denial of their right to contest the finding. 25
o A survey of 376 immigrant workers in Arizona found that 33.5 percent had been fired, apparently
after receiving an E-Verify TNC, but that none had been notified by employers that they had received
a TNC or given information to appeal the finding. 26
• Against program rules, employers prohibited 22.4 percent of workers for whom they had received a TNC
from working; 17 percent of employers restricted such workers’ work assignments; and 15 percent of
employers delayed job training for such workers. 27
• Qualified workers face significant burdens when they receive a TNC:
o 49.5 percent of workers with TNCs lost partial or complete days at work as they attempted to resolve
the issue, and 14 percent lost more than 2 days of work. 28
o Challenging a TNC at a local SSA office may take more than one trip, and in 2009, the waiting times
for SSA office visits were 61 percent longer than they were in 2002. 29
o The number of people who leave SSA field offices without receiving service also is increasing. In
2009, 8.4 percent of people seeking services at SSA offices left them without receiving service. But
for many individual field offices, the rate of people leaving the office without having received service
is much higher. For example, in 2009, 33.7 percent of individuals seeking help at the North Las
Vegas SSA field office left it without receiving service. 30
o At least 57 percent of employers using E-Verify violate the program’s rules by using it to prescreen
workers, evidence indicates. 31 And it took workers who were prescreened and not offered a job at
least three weeks to find other employment. 32

■ Mandatory participation in E-Verify would reduce employer compliance with program rules.
• According to a DHS-commissioned study, employer noncompliance with the program’s rules is already
extremely high. For example, over 66 percent of employers took adverse actions against workers
receiving a TNC. 33
• Current E-Verify users are disproportionately large businesses and federal contractors, and most users that
have enrolled in the system have chosen to do so on a voluntary basis — all factors that make them more
likely than a “typical” U.S. employer to approve of the system and use it successfully. Employer
complaints, noncompliance with program rules, and error rates would all likely increase if all employers
were required to use the system.
Arizona employers are less compliant with E-Verify procedures than other E-Verify employers. 34 The
likely reason is that, unlike most E-Verify users, most Arizona employers did not volunteer to use the
program.
FOR MORE INFORMATION, CONTACT
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