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Course-based Undergraduate Research Experiences

(CUREs)

* Accommodate many more students than
traditional research internships

* CUREs may be most effective early in a
student’s education and can guide student
decisions on independent research

* New Student Collaborative Research Outreach
and Learning Laboratory (SCROLL) in the
Science Initiative Building will be home for
multiple CURE courses
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Students who complete UT Austin CURE
are significantly more likely to (A) graduate
with a STEM degree and (B) graduate in 6
years. (Rodenbusch et al. 2016) 5



The Effect of Beaver Ponds on Water Quality Using the EPT Index

Austin Barth, Ian Engling, Logan Opsal, Michael Newton

/ Introduction \ A — 3_

0 Unlike other herbivores, beavers greatly
impact ecosystems with a range that
exceeds their presence.

. Water quality can be determined through ] : _
the EPT index. Q i “_ ; —t

0 EPT (Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera,

Total Insects

i Tricoptera) are intolerable to pollutants, Z:m - 1 pend ‘
i making them crucial indicators in water R PR, Y, 1T il f ik A v Fi B
b il R C. ﬁ} D. 4/ Discussion and Conclusion
L2 . Equation used to determine EPT index : o — " — . . . ..
E Total EPT Taxa / | * Unlike previous studies, there was no significant
5_5{ \ Total Taxa Found * 100. i E i - ] | difference in the total EPT proportion among
By i -5 g, i sites and ponds (Fig. 2) suggesting our sample
& = ] s . i1 size was too small.
. '%: o, J '” . & » The difference between EPT proportion and sites
iy £ s o NS WS = Ca o 1 was insignificant (p > 0.05) but there was a
/ . . : : e — : visually noticeable difference between the pond
Quest|0n and Hypoth esIS ""S:‘" soean - ! . : | sites (dam, mouth) and the stream site.
| Will beaver ponds affect the EPT index, and oo Ty : \ . I T T Ty e i * There was no significant difference in total

i ity? number of insects, and taxa richness among sites
ultimately the water quality? Fig. 1. Total number of insects among sites (A) and ponds (B) as well as taxa richness among sites (C) and ponds o 1 &

Ltd.

(D). There was not a significant difference in the total number of insects and taxa richness among sites (A, C; p > 0.05), but ; (Fig. 1). o ) )
| We hypothesized that the EPT index would be there was a significant difference in the total number of insects and taxa richness among ponds (B, D; p < 0.05). » There was a significant difference in the total
&:'*ii' higher in beaver ponds than that of upstream. ; e ol T = L Eg - e = [ number of insects and taxa richness among ponds
7 _ — J_":‘;;-: | F (Fig. 1) suggesting that collecting samples from
VRS S 1',5 2 ~—Jey - more ponds may strengthen results. 7
. ',i-.;!' ' it Eh "L' — — = = —r
f § 2 £ 5 B S T e
oA Methods
|+ Usinga YSI probe, we measured the dissolved . 1 = 9 ] Refe rences
:'.J'- ad oxygen (mg/L), pH, and temperature (°C) - — E s | ’ [1] Arndt, E., & Domdei, J. 2011. Polish Journal of Ecology 2011. [2]
:.9‘5 5 * Using an Oakton PCTSTestr 50 probe, we - dom ot sweam . j ) Butler, D., & Malanson, G. 1995. Geomorphology. [3] Hamid, S., &
= measured the salinity (ppt.) [E— site - Pond - Rawi, C. 2017. Tropical life sciences research 2017. [4]Strzelec et al.
K o Obtained 1 g D-Net e e o — pr— = e e = e I g 2018. Biologia 2018. [5]Griffith et al. 2001. Ecological Applications
amned samples using a L-Net. o . . . . . . . 2001. [6] Washko S, Roper B, & Atwood T. 2019. J&hn Wiley & Sons
Calculated EPT index o j. Fig. 2. Total EPT proportion among sites (E) and ponds (F). There was no significant difference in the total EPT proportion

/- among sites and ponds (E, F; p > 0.05).

e = - e - 1 - T T W) -



First Evaluation
Competition
Assessment
Strategies 1n

Territorial Tropical
Birds

Austin Barth, B.S. Zoology
Faculty Member: Patrick Kelley

Department: Zoology and Physiology
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BEHAVIORAL COMPLEXITY LAB © UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING

* How environment shapes behavior
* Behavior and survival (climate, predators)
* Focus: tropical birds & bioacoustics

Dr. Patrick Kelley




My Research

Tropical antbird disputes
* [ study chestnut-backed antbirds (CBANSs) in Panama
* They live in dense forests and use songs to defend territories

» Rarely fight physically — rely on song
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My Questions

How do they judge rivals?

Do losers quit based only on their own strength? (self-assessment)

OR compare themselves to their rival? (mutual assessment)

Prediction:

Success 1s tied to territory, personality, and song (not body size)

Birds use mutual assessment

Obj. 1: Assess RHP
+ Morphology

+ Territory size

* Song structure

probability
of winning

B obj. 2: Test assessment A
: g exsul

strategies
+ Contest duration
* Contest dynamics

1
self-assessment mutual assé"ssment
loser

winner

Contest duration

Figure 1. Schematic of objectives and predictions.

(A) Obj. 1 to assess RHP as the probability of winning
a contest given different RHP-linked traits. (B) Ohj. 2
to test assessment strategies via contest duration,
with literature-derived predictions for both strategies.




Why it Matters

Bigger Picture

» First direct test of how tropical birds assess rivals
Helps us understand how species compete in crowded habitats
Important for conservation — understory insectivores are

vulnerable to climate change and habitat loss
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e
Niche partitioning and resource use of
stocked salmonid species across .

Wyoming reservoirs =~ = _

-

Logan Opsal, Tristan Blechinger, Jordan Brewin, Nathan Jaksha*""":‘

& William Fetzer” ,..:'/*"- i A S

Depan‘ment of Zoology & Phys:ology, Unlversn‘y of Wyommg/ //, ok oo

T



Stable Isotope Analysis
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How are stocked salmonids partitioning
resources in reservoir systems?

Higher Trophic

Position
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Objectives

1. Quantify and compare resource use among and within
salmonid species stocked in four WY reservoirs

2. Assess niche space and overlap among and within
salmonid species and infer potential for competition

3. ldentify potential shifts in resource use through ontogeny



Some
Results

Evidence of
Ontogenetic
Shift in
Resource
Use:

BRC & BNT are
consuming
other fish and
recently stocked
salmonids
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Specific Aims
and Hypothesis

Our aim is to determine how
different levels of nitrogen in
beaver ponds affect populations
of odonates. Odonates require
nitrogen for their growth and
reproductive cycles, so our
alternative hypothesis is that
nitrogen levels will influence
odonate diversity. Our null
hypothesis is that nitrogen
levels will not have any effect
on odonates diversity.

Nitrogen Key:
3 = Adequate
4 = deficient
5 = depleted

Genera richness of odonates

Effects of Beaver Pond

Soil Composition on Odonata Diversity

Morgan Moller, Abigail Hawke, Sarah Plotz, Erin Simmons

Background and Significance
North American beavers (Castor canadensis)
and the dams they create have significant
impact on the ecosystems and environment
around them.

Specifically, beavers have large impacts on
insects, including odonates. Various studies
have found that the pond's beavers create
lower levels of nitrates and inorganic
nitrogen within their soil.! Other studies
show that higher levels of nitrates increase
insect abundance.? The impact of beaver
pond nitrogen levels on odonates is what we
tested.

Odonate Richness vs. Nitrogen Level

4

Nitrogen level

Overall abundance of odonates

Results and Conclusion
We compared abundance of nitrogen
concentration with species richness to
find comparisons (Fig.1)
Regression analysis of odonate richness vs.
Nitrogen level showed a p-value of 0.3860,
and odonate abundance vs. nitrogen level
showed a p-value of 0.6825

These results were not significant, and so we

can conclude that there is no apparent

correlation between odonates and nitrogen.

Future projects could include testing ponds
higher in nitrogen or testing other variables
besides nitrogen.

Odonate Abundance vs. Nitrogen Level

4
Nitrogen level

Methods

Soil and bug samples were
taken from various beaver
ponds in the Medicine Bow
National Forest at low and
high elevations

On soil containers we
wrote who collected the
sample and what the
surrounding area

We ran Nitrogen tests on
our soil samples and
catalogued odonate genera
to compare the odonate
population to the levels

of nitrogen at various
ponds

References

[1] Munir, T. M., & Westbrook, C. J. (2022,
March 19), Wetlands, 42(25). [2] D. Cuesta, A.
Taboada, L. Calvo, J.M. Salgado,
Environmental Pollution, Issue 2, 2008, Pages
394-402.

Graphs

Both graphs represent 18 individual data
points. The graph on the left shows
odonate richness calculated from the
number of different genera collected at
any specific pond site, and the graph on
the right shows odonate abundance
counted from the total number of
individual odonates collected at a specific
pond site. Both graphs are in relation to
the nitrogen level measured from soil
samples taken at the samel8ite where the
odonates were collected.




Focuses on Brain Growth and
Development

Use fruit flies as model organism to
look at disease that affects humans

Study microcephaly, a condition
where the brain is smaller

Normal Microcephaly




Lab Experience

21



The microcephaly protein Abnormal Spindle has an
essential role in symmetrically dividing neural
precursors to promote brain growth and
development

Shalini Chakraborty, Jack Govaerts, Abigail Hawke, Matthew Werbelow, Todd Schoborg

PMID: 40667028 PMCID: PMC12262700 DOI: 10.1101/2025.06.27.662046

* | am a coauthor on a paper out for review, with
nlans to coauthor on a few more.

* |'ve collaborated with several labs, including
Dr. Kara Pratt here at UW.

* CASI| equipment, particularly the Micro-CT
scanner has opened up many opportunities

* My research experience as a
WRSP encouraged me to apply to several
Ph.D. programs

22



__. o r_-' o\ | \

The Effect of Plant _

. Fig.]
2 o -
Richness on s -
[ o E -
Odonata Diversity :
in Beaver Ponds 2 °
Q o
Risa Pilon % Bt =
Lilly Fisher | 7|& T
Kylie Gallegos ,‘g S 7 | 1
Sam Killmer %5 | T | r | Sam Killmer
........................... I. 6 8 10 12

Plant taxa richness

r‘ i v

The dams that beavers create not

only provide shelter for many

1.0

organisms, but they also make an

0.8

ideal environment tor numerous plant

ty of damselflies

species to grow. These plants serve

as food for many primary consumers

in beaver pond ecosystems ana

04 0.6
|
|
- Y WM T3

0.2

kylie Gallegos

shelter tor organisms at every trophic g TR
==
' -

enera diversi

T 1
6 8 10 12 14

level in the community. Plant

abundance within a wetland = T SR U A /

W

Wil -

community has an influence on every

single organism in the specitic

community; specitically, odonates,

which include dragonflies and P

‘ damselflies [Bonner at e|., 2009)_ Despite predictions Pased on tn_ultiple credible sources,
: our results provide no significant results. After
J ' sorting and analyzing the data in R studios, the
relationship between plant richness and dragonfly
HYPOTHESIS ~ diversity (fig.1) is insignificant (p>0.035). Additionally,
...................................................................................... | the relationship between plant richness and damselfly

If an area has a higher richness diversity (fig.2) is also insignificant (p>0.035). Based on

. . o the results, we are unable to reject the null hypothesis
of vegetatlon, then the leGI‘Slty that if an area has a higher richness of vegetation,

of odonates will be higher. | then the diversity of odonates will not be higher.

We collected odonate larvae from 6

beaver pond sites in Medicine Bow ‘\

B

National Forest. Next, we used nets to £

get 3 scoops of sediment from each
site and preserved odonates in
ethanol. Finally, we captured pictures

and notes to record all plant species. r‘

Citations
Bonner, J.L., Anderson, J.T., Rentch, 1.5. et al. Vegetative composition and community structure associated with
beaver pcmds in Canaan vu“ey, West Virginia, USA. Wetlands Ecol Manage 17, 545-554 I:EDD'?].
~ https://doi.org/10.1007 /s11273-009-9131-0.
Mitchell, C. C., & Niering, W. A. [1'?@3]. Vegetation Change in a Topogenic Bog Fr::||cm-'ing BEeaver F|Gsding. Bulletin
of the Torrey Botanical Club, 120(2), 136-147. https: //doi.org/10.2307 /2996943,
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Thomas E. Kutcher, Jason T.’E-ried. Adult Odonata conservatism as an indi;:utc:r of {reaHﬁ.ﬂm.tgzr wetland condition,
Ecological Indicators, Volume 38, 2014, Pages 31-39, https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.ecolind.



Investigating the efficacy and :f“
accuracy of Al software Iin
determining bat use and activity

at cave roosts in Wyoming

Samantha Killmer - Bernard Lab

* 20 batspecies

* Non-migratory species rely on subterranean environments
* Maternity roosts
* Hibernation roosts

* Cave gates used to deter human activity while allowing passage of bats
and other small vertebrates

* Effects of gates unknown

Julia
N Yearout -
1 masters

« Cameratraps deployed at 4 caves student

* Known maternity roosts for Townsend’s bigeared bat
* Known hibernation sites for Townsend’s bigeared bats, Little
Brown myotis, other myotis
e Al software analysis
* YOLO (“you only look once”)
* Megadetector



Effects of Beaver Ponds on Soil Nutrients in Southeastern Wyoming
Nikiphoros Vlastos, Theodore Rittle, Aidan Miller, Patrick Enderle: University of Wyoming

Introduction/Background
*  Beavers create habitat for aquatic life and cause
increased aspen and willow growth (Brazier et. al., 2020).

10

*  Dams trap sediments flowing downstream (Puttock et. al., £ ° ° )
2018), but their effect on soil quality is less studied. %@ ] 0 o ° N
,;'_:‘"' b o : o o9
(o [+] ° e kel ’
Questlon/Hypothe31s S o
How does soil chemistry vary along a stream with beaver 0 ‘ Distance DI g;c;% tream (m) 1500 2000
ponds?

Photo 2: Active
beaver pond at Site 8.

*  We hypothesized soils in upstream areas contain more
nutrients because dams trap nutrient-rich sediments.

Photo 1: Ted rinsing
soil corer at Site 3

Figure 2: Percent carbon in relation to the distance

«  We also hypothesized areas with historical beaver activity downstream Results/Conclusi

have more nutrients than those without historical activity. esults/Conclusion o

» Samples taken on land had significantly
o higher carbon, hydrogen, and nitrogen

Methods ° levels and conductivity (p<0.05) than

We collected soil samples at 14 sites along a stream with g o | samples from the beds of streams and ponds.

beaver ponds in the Medicine Bow National Forest east c . * Nitrogen and hydrogen followed the same

of Laramie, Wyoming (Fig. 1) 2 trends as carbon (Fig 2).
*  Soil samples were dried in an oven to prepare for testing at S ° *  Sulfur had no significance trends like

the Ecology and Biogeochemistry Core Lab at the % o ‘ 3 carbon, nitrogen, or hydrogen when

University of Wyoming. compared to soil sample type or distance
. downstream.

Samples were tested for pH, conductivity, and percentages
of key nutrients (nitrogen, sulfur, hydrogen, and carbon).
To measure pH and conductivity, we mixed 0.125g of soil
with 10 mL deionized water, then tested the samples using
pH and conductivity probes.

For the percentage of nutrients, we ground soil samples to
a fine powder, then tested 5 mg of each sample in a
machine that gave the percent of carbon, hydrogen,
nitrogen, and sulfur in the sample.

Iarlwd wéter
Sample Location

Figure 3: Lab conductivity in land and water samples

References

Brazier, Richard E., Alan Puttock, Hugh A. Graham, Roger E. Auster, Kye
H. Davies, and Chryssa M. L Brown. (2020). Beaver: nature’s ecosystem
engineers. WIREs Water, 8:¢1494.

Puttock, Alan, Hugh A. Graham, Donna Carless, and Richard E. Brazier.
(2018). Sediment and nutrient storage in a beaver engineered wetland.
Earth Surface Processes and Landforms, 43:2358-2370.

< Figure 1:

Conductivity was significantly higher on
land samples compared to water samples
(Fig 3).

Distance downstream from a beaver pond
and dam had no significant effect on the
percent of nutrients in the soil and sediment.
The percentage of carbon, nitrogen, and
hydrogen all were significantly (p<0.05)
higher at the stagnant stream site, but with a
sample size of only 2. Otherwise, the site
type (pond, stream etc.) had no

Map of study N .

i e significant impact.

e * Looking into effects of the sample area and
Bow type of land that the beaver ponds created
National could provide more information as to why
Forest the stagnant stream had 51gn1ﬁcantly higher

data.
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Nikiphoros Vlastos! & Laura de Sousa Oliveira”

University of Wyoming, Department of Physics' & Department of Chemistry?

Modeling the Fission Landscape of Uranium Isotopes via Constrained
Nuclear DFT: Toward Multiscale Fuel Behavior Prediction

Background:

Nuclear fission 1n actinides such as uranium and plutonium 1s governed by
complex potential energy surfaces (PES) with multiple valleys that
correspond to distinct scission pathways. In neutron-induced fission of
23U and #*°Pu, the resulting compound nuclei **°U and “*’Pu exhibit rich
deformation dynamics that shape their eventual fragment distributions.

A key feature of these systems 1s multimodal fission, in which both
symmetric and reflection-asymmetric (octupole, Q30) pathways contribute
to the fission process. The competition between these modes explains the
experimentally observed preference for asymmetric fragment mass yields,
especially in ~*°U, where a well-developed mass-asymmetric valley

beyond the second barrier drives the dominant scission channel (Brosa et
al., 1990; Schmidt & Jurado, 2018).

10 - A = 95 A==137

0.1+

0.01 -

w
o
=
Percent yield %

A= 118
0.001

235 Fission
Fragments

2350 -

Unstable nucleus l T 1

Mass number A of
fission fragment

U +In ——> 2P0 ——> 3iBa + 3Kr + 3 §n
Figure 1. Schematic of nuclear fission in *>°U: a neutron is absorbed,
forming an excited 2°°U nucleus that elongates and splits into '*'Ba and
?2Kr, releasing energy and additional neutrons that can sustain a chain

reaction.

235U, showing asymmetric peaks around
A=95 and A=137, with a suppressed
symmetric split near A=118.

The existence of multimodal fission 1s well established, both
experimentally and theoretically. It was first identified 1n barrier analyses
by Turkevich & Niday (1951) and has since been modeled 1n detail within
the framework of nuclear density functional theory (NDFT) (Staszczak et
al., 2009; Lay et al., 2024). These studies highlight the importance of
deformation landscapes for understanding the scission process.

Developing a microscopic picture of these landscapes 1s essential for

linking nuclear structure to macroscopic observables such as fission yields.

Such 1nsights also have practical significance, providing a pathway to
improve predictive models of fuel performance and fission-product
behavior 1n reactor environments.

fm)]

number densities in fm— for a
typical fission trajectory.

|
70 90 110 130 150 170

Figure 2. Typical mass yield distribution of
fission fragments from induced fission of

Figure 3. Left/right panels show
time series of the neutron/proton

Methods:

All calculations are performed within the Hartree--Fock--Bogoliubov
(HFB) framework using the solvers HFODD v3.06h and HFBTHO v4.0,
executed on the University of Wyoming Advanced Research Computing
Center clusters (Medicine Bow and Teton) with GNU and Intel compilers.
Nuclear density functional theory (NDFT) with Skyrme energy density
functionals is used to describe the potential energy surfaces (PESs) of #°°U

and 2%°Pu.

Figure 4.
[llustration of
nuclear quadrupole
deformation: prolate
shape for positive
quadrupole moment
(Q > 0), spherical
for Q =0, and
oblate shape for
negative quadrupole
moment (Q <0).

Q>0

&
]

0 Q) <0

- The UNEDF1 functional, which has been optimized for global fission
properties, 1s adopted as the primary EDF, while SkKM* serves as a
benchmark for comparison.

- Pairing correlations are treated with a mixed surface--volume
density-dependent interaction, and the pairing gaps evolve
self-consistently.

- Constrained HFB calculations are carried out in two collective
coordinates: the quadrupole moment Q20, which controls elongation,
and the octupole moment Q30, which captures reflection asymmetry.
Constraints are imposed with a quadratic stiffness of 0.01 to generate
smooth PES maps across (Q20,Q30) space.

- The single-particle states are expanded 1n a deformed harmonic
oscillator basis up to N, = 20 shells, truncated to approximately 1000
orbitals, with oscillator frequency scaling hw =1.2 x 41 A" MeV.

- The resulting surfaces are assembled and analyzed using Python
visualization tools, with the aim of comparing EDF dependence and
preparing for nudged elastic band (NEB) calculations to extract smooth
minimum-energy fission pathways.

Figure 5. Nuclear
surface deformations
combining
quadrupole (2) and
octupole (35) modes:
shapes for 5= 0.2
(top row) and s =
0.6 (bottom row),
with increasing
quadrupole
deformation from [3:

=0 to B2=0.6.

Preliminary Results:

- Preliminary PES for “*°U qualitatively reproduces the
double-humped fission barrier and the two-valley landscape.

- The ground state appears at Q20~25 b (prolate, [3,=0.25), consistent
with experimental systematics and prior HFB studles

- At larger elongations the surface begins to favor reflection-asymmetric
shapes, indicating growing octupole correlations (B,#0) beyond the first
barrier.

- The outer-valley location and depth are provisional; these features
are expected to stabilize—and typically shift outward toward higher
Q20—as we increase the basis (N =20), densify the (Q20,Q30) grid.

- These results validate the computational setup near the ground state and

motivate our ongoing higher-fidelity scans and EDF comparisons
(SkM*, UNEDF1/2) before extending to **°Pu.

PES Topographic Map: AE =E — Enin

14
- 127.3

12 -111.4

95.5
10

79.6

AE (MeV)
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47.7
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Figure 1. Preliminary PES of #°°U in the (Q20,Q30) plane, showing the ground state at Q20=25
b and the emergence of reflection-asymmetric shapes beyond the first barrier..

Ongoing & Future Work:

- We are currently completing the PES mapping of >*°U with the SkIM*
functional. We are now repeating the calculations with an expanded basis to
ensure convergence and stability of the surface. After finalizing the *°U
results, we will benchmark against UNEDF1 to assess functional dependence.
The project will then extend to #*°Pu, where similar surfaces will be
computed to test the universality of fission-barrier systematics across
actinides.

Parallel efforts are focused on implementing the nudged elastic band (NEB)
method to obtain smooth minimum-energy fission trajectories.

In the longer term, we plan to explore how proton densities extracted from
nuclear DFT can be integrated into electronic DFT pseudopotentials for
uranium dioxide and related actinide materials, providing a pathway to bridge
nuclear structure with condensed-matter stmulations of fuel performance.

Funding for this project 1s provided in part by: Wyoming NASA Space Grant
Consortium, NASA Grant # 8ONSSC25M7130
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Research and Economic Development
COMMITTEE MEETING MATERIALS

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Foreign Influence, Risk, Security and Travel (FIRST) Working
Group update — Parag Chitnis and Tara Evans

OPEN SESSION
00 CLOSED SESSION

PREVIOUSLY DISCUSSED BY COMMITTEE:
[J Yes
No
FOR FULL BOARD CONSIDERATION:
[ Yes [Note: If yes, materials will also be included in the full UW Board of Trustee report.]
No
Attachments/materials are provided in advance of the meeting.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On July 22, 2025, a number of university stakeholders met to review recent federal and state
developments focused on national security, research integrity, and foreign influence; reaffirm the
value of international engagement; and assess current compliance measures. The group
concluded that a formal working group is needed to coordinate the comprehensive institutional
review and response In August 2025, the FIRST working group was charged to look into the
following issues:

e Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)
and definition of “Federal public benefit”

e United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Guidance Memorandum dated July 8,
2025

e Enhanced foreign influence, international engagement, and/or export control policies

e International travel tracking and/or management system

A website has been developed where information and updates and communications will be
shared: https://www.uwvyo.edu/research/research-compliance/research-security/first

PRIOR RELATED COMMITTEE DISCUSSIONS/ACTIONS: Information only
WHY THIS ITEM IS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE: Information only
ACTION REQUIRED AT THIS COMMITTEE MEETING: None

PROPOSED MOTION: N/A
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Subject: Foreign Influence, Risk, Security, and Travel (FIRST) Working Group - Message

re: Working Group’s charge and next steps
DRAFT MESSAGE

Dear members of the FIRST Working Group,

One goal of the committee is to be transparent and effective in communication with
University stakeholders. We ask that you share this email with your constituents, including
faculty/staff in the units you represent (please work with your supervisors or chairs as
needed to distribute this message).

The University is receiving an unprecedented amount of federal executive orders that have
direct (or indirect) impact on the University and its personnel, resources, and financial
stability. OnJuly 22, 2025, a number of University stakeholders met to review recent
federal and state developments focused on national security, research integrity, and
foreign influence; reaffirm the value of international engagement; and assess current
compliance measures. The group concluded that a formal working group is needed to
coordinate the comprehensive institutional review and response.

President Seidel asked us to charge this Working Group with coordinating a focused effort
to review state and federal regulatory changes and anticipated changes, review existing
university policies and procedures, identify any gaps, and propose necessary changes. The
Group will also review current processes and prior working group recommendations
regarding travel management and travel tracking and recommend next steps the University
should take to enhance its travel practices. Specifically, the Working Gorup will look at the
following:

e Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)
and definition of “Federal public benefit”

e United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Guidance Memorandum dated July
8, 2025

e Enhanced foreign influence, international engagement, and/or export control
policies

e International travel tracking and/or management system

The goal is to have all revisions and next steps vetted with relevant stakeholders and
finalized by December 2025, if possible.

More detail can be found below.

The Working Group is committed to involving stakeholder input in the next steps as well as
open communication and transparency. We will periodically provide the Working Gorup
members with messages to deliver to their units. There will also be opportunity for in-
person discussions and Q&A as needed.
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We appreciate your participation in the Working Group and your commitment to a culture
of open communication. If you receive any feedback or questions from your constituents,
please bring them to the Working Group at an upcoming meeting.

Thank you!

Parag Chitnis and Tara Evans

Specific details of recent federal and state policy developments

Recent federal and state policy developments — focused on national security, research
integrity, and foreign influence — have increased scrutiny and regulatory requirements for
interactions with foreign individuals and entities, particularly from countries of concern
and designated foreign adversaries. The examples below illustrate the shifting landscape
and provide context for formation of a work group.

In the 2025 session of the Wyoming Legislature, a budget amendment was introduced that
would have prohibited the University from receiving or spending any funds or thing of value,
from any source, to collaborate with institutions, enroll exchange students, or employ or
exchange faculty and staff from countries designated foreign adversaries. Had this passed,
it would have impacted current employees, foreign national students, several
collaborations with foreign universities, and many research programs and private industry
in Wyoming.

Beginning July 10, 2025, several federal agencies including those identified here updated
their interpretations of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996 (PRWORA). Inaluly 10, 2025, notice, the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) identified additional programs, like Head Start and the Health Center
Program, that will now be included in the definition of providing a “Federal public benefit”
and therefore subject to PRWORA’s requirements. Similarly, on July 10, 2025, the
Department of Education (ED) issued a notice followed by a July 11, 2025, HHS interpretive
guidance and Department of Labor (DOL) guidance that expanded the number of programs
they believe fit the definition of “Federal public benefit.” Also onlJuly 11, 2025, the Attorney
General issued a revocation of a 2001 Attorney General Final Order that exempted certain
programs from PRWORA, effectively expanding the programs covered by PRWORA to
include programs like Homeland Security funded scientific leadership and citizen
education and training programs.

PRWORA limits eligibility for “Federal public benefit” to U.S. citizens, U.S. non-citizen
nationals, and “qualified aliens,” which generally means non-citizens that have a lawful
immigration status allowing them to reside in the U.S. indefinitely, as well as immigrants
holding specific humanitarian statuses identified by Congress. While HHS is immediately
applying its broader application of PRWORA, it is “not formally revising...PROWRA’s
verification requirements at this time.” The ED, however, has stated that it “may conduct a
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review of grant opportunities, grantees and subgrantees, and other relevant parties to
ensure compliance with the citizenship and eligibility verifications of PRWORA.” DOL
requires verification of work authorization for receipt of Federal public benefits and directs
benefit providers to contact DOL for further guidance if they identify a qualified alien
entitled to benefits under PRWORA who does not have work authorization. With the
expansion of programs subject to these requirements, it is imperative the University
identify what additional programs may be included, and what compliance or verification
rules may now be applicable to its activities.

In addition to the changes by these agencies, the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) released a memorandum on July 8, 2025, directing a review of the existing
arrangements USDA has involving foreign entities, a justification process for establishing
new arrangements, and research security enhancement. The memorandum, among other
things, asks for a report of current USDA employee and affiliate foreign arrangements and
sub-arrangements and places increased scrutiny and reporting requirements for USDA
grant recipients on Foreign Talent Recruitment Programs. Due to the updates in the HHS,
ED, DOL, and USDA policies to the distribution of public benefits and the USDA memo
requirements, there is a need to examine the University’s current policies and processes to
ensure compliance.

The University maintains policies and processes that support appropriate international
professional and academic engagement including an export control program, Conflict of
Interest and Commitment Policy which includes review for foreign influence and foreign
talent recruitment programs, immigration policies and procedures, and extensive research
review processes. These provide a foundation for reviewing emerging risks and compliance
requirements and enhancing current practices.

The University also maintains policies and procedures related to international travel that
include a heightened risk international travel approval committee, a process managed
jointly by Risk Management and Global Engagement, and more than one travel reporting
process for recording international travel depending on the purpose of travel. In recent
years, several groups have reviewed and recommended various travel management and
tracking systems to replace the current manual reporting processes.
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The National Archives and Records Administration is closed to normal operations due to a lack of appropriations. FederalRegister.gov
will automatically provide the daily Federal Register and Public Inspection List but we will not provide technical support. The official,
published Federal Register is available at https://www.govinfo.gov/app/collection/fr.
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Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA); Interpretation of “Federal Public Benefit”

A Notice by the Health and Human Services Department on 07/14/2025
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Agencies: Department of Health and Human ServicesOffice of the Secretary
Document Citation: 90 FR 31232
Document Number: 2025-13118
Document Type: Notice
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PUBLISHED DOCUMENT: 2025-13118 (90 FR 31232)

DOCUMENT HEADINGS

Department of Health and Human Services
Office of the Secretary
0991-ZA57

AGENCY:

Office of the Secretary, HHS.

ACTION:

Notice; 30-day comment period.

SUMMARY:

This notice sets forth the interpretation that the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) uses for the term
“Federal public benefit” as used in Title IV of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA), Public Law 104-193 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/plaw/104/public/193), 8 U.S.C. 1611
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(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611). In doing so, this notice revises the interpretation of the term set forth in a
prior notice, 63 FR 41658 (/citation/63-FR-41658) (Aug. 4, 1998) (“the 1998 HHS PRWORA Notice” or “1998 Notice”). This
notice also describes and preliminarily identifies the HHS programs that provide “Federal public benefits” within the scope
of PRWORA, including HHS programs that were not listed in the 1998 HHS PRWORA Notice.

DATES:

To be assured consideration, comments must be received no later ([ printed page 31233) than 11:59 p.m. Eastern Time
(ET) on August 13, 2025. HHS will not reply individually to responders but will consider all comments submitted by the

deadline.

ADDRESSES:

Docket: You may examine the notice docket at regulations.gov under Docket ID. AHRQ-2025-0002. The docket contains this
notice, the Regulatory Impact Analysis, and all comments received to date. To submit a response, click the “Comment”
button inside Docket: AHRQ-2025-0002 and follow all instructions.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Sean R. Keveney, Acting General Counsel, Office of the General Counsel, HHS. 200 Independence Avenue SW, Washington,
DC 20201. 202-690-7741.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

According to Section 401 of PRWORA, 8 U.S.C. 1611(a) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611), aliens who are not
“qualified aliens” are not eligible for any “Federal public benefit” as defined in 8 U.S.C. 1611(c)
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611). The prohibition set forth in § 1611(a) is subject to certain narrow
exceptions explicitly set forth in § 1611(b).

The statutory text, § 1611(c), defines “Federal public benefit” as “(A) any grant, contract, loan, professional license, or
commercial license provided by an agency of the United States or by appropriated funds of the United States” and “(B) any
retirement, welfare, health, disability, public or assisted housing, postsecondary education, food assistance, unemployment
benefit, or any other similar benefit for which payments or assistance are provided to an individual, household, or family
eligibility unit by an agency of the United States or by appropriated funds of the United States.” 8 U.S.C. 1611(c)(1)
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611). This definition, too, is subject to certain narrow exceptions. See id. (c)(2)

(setting forth certain narrow exceptions to the definition of “Federal public benefit”).

In addition, under Section 432 of PRWORA, as amended, to the extent required by law, providers of a nonexempt “Federal
public benefit” must verify that a person applying for the benefit is a qualified alien and is eligible to receive the benefit. 8
U.S.C. 1642 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1642).

Il. Interpretation

The statutory language is clear: if an HHS program falls into either § 1611(c)(1)(A) or (c)(1)(B), such benefits are not

available to aliens, unless (i) that alien is a qualified alien, or (ii) some other exception applies to the HHS program, either
under § 1611(b) or via the definitional limits on “Federal public benefit” set forth in subparagraph (c)(2). Thus, the task is
simple: construe the plain language of § 1611(c)(1)(A) and (c)(1)(B). Those provisions state that “Federal public benefit”

means:
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(A) any grant, contract, loan, professional license, or commercial license provided by an agency of the United States or by

appropriated funds of the United States; and

(B) any retirement, welfare, health, disability, public or assisted housing, postsecondary education, food assistance,
unemployment benefit, or any other similar benefit for which payments or assistance are provided to an individual,

household, or family eligibility unit by an agency of the United States or by appropriated funds of the United States.

If HHS “providel[s]” the (i) “grant, contract, loan, professional license, or commercial license,” or if the “grant, contract, loan,

” u

professional license, or commercial license” is “provided by” “appropriated funds of the United States,” then it is a “Federal
public benefit.” Similarly, if HHS “provide[s]” the “retirement, welfare, health, disability, public or assisted housing,
postsecondary education, food assistance, unemployment benefit, or any other similar benefit,” or such “benefit” is

” u

“provided by” “appropriated funds of the United States,” then such benefit is a “Federal public benefit,” as long as the

benefit is “provided to” one of three types of recipients: (i) “an individual,” (i) a “household,” or (iii) a “family eligibility unit.”

The 1998 HHS PRWORA Notice artificially and impermissibly constrains these statutory definitions, and the scope of
PRWORA's effect, in at least four main ways. First, it reads a limitation into § 1611(c)(1)(A) that “grant” refers to financial
awards to individuals and thus does not include block grants to States and localities. That limitation does not appear in the
statutory text. As explained further below, the limitation rests on the 1998 Notice's incorrect assertion that such limitation

is required by the canon of noscitur a sociis. See 63 FR at 41659.

Second, the 1998 Notice convolutedly and incorrectly interprets § 1611(c)(1)(B)'s reference to “eligibility unit” to mean that
subparagraph (c)(1)(B) does not actually reach benefits provided to individuals, households, or families. Rather, it
erroneously reasons that “the individual, household, or family must, as a condition of receipt, meet specified criteria”
beyond the fact that a given benefit is “targeted to communities or specified sectors of the population.” 63 FR at 41659. As
explained further below, this interpretation rests on an overreading of the phrase “eligibility unit” and arbitrary line-drawing
about what is and is not an adequate “eligibility” criterion. Relatedly, to deal with the consequences of this arbitrary line-
drawing, the 1998 Notice created another test—unmoored from the statutory language—that asked whether “a
preponderance of a program's services” was “provided to communities or specified sectors of the population” versus

“individual, household, or family eligibility units.” Id. This test underscores that the 1998 Notice misinterpreted the statute.

Third, the 1998 Notice advances an erroneously narrow interpretation of the elements of the list in § 1611(c)(1)(B) without
due regard for the catch-all phrase “other similar benefit.” For example, it declares that Head Start program would not be a
“Federal public benefit” because one element of the list is “postsecondary education.” 63 FR at 41659. As explained further

below, this aspect of the 1998 Notice rests on a misapplication of canons of statutory interpretation.

Fourth, the 1998 Notice incorrectly asserts that the “exemption[s]” in § 1611(b)(1) “excludes some HHS programs from the

w

definition of "Federal public benefits.” As detailed below, this aspect of the 1998 Notice is erroneous in certain respects.

1. “Any Grant”

Section 1611(c)(1)(A) reaches “any grant, contract, loan, professional license, or commercial license” provided by HHS.
HHS administers a multitude of grant programs, including those in which the grants go to institutions (such as research
grants) and those in which the grants go to States (such as Title X services grants). Sometimes the activity supported by
the grant is carried out by the “recipient”; sometimes the recipient uses an award to provide health professional training

" u

support for individuals; and sometimes the recipient acts as a “pass-through entity” “that provides a subaward to a
subrecipient to carry out part of a Federal program,” 45 CFR 75.2 (https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-45/section-75.2)
(definitions for HHS's uniform grants regulation), under which the obligations and requirements on the recipient flow down
to the subrecipient, Id. § 75.372.
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PRWORA says “ any grant” (emphasis added). “Read naturally, the word “any' has an expansive meaning, that is, one or
some indiscriminately of whatever kind.” Ali v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, 552 U.S. 214, 219 (2008) (cleaned up). The statutory
text does not distinguish between grants “to individuals” and ([) printed page 31234) grants “provided to states or
localities.” Contra 63 FR at 41659. And so, HHS must apply the plain meaning of the statutory text. E.g., Pub. Serv. Elec. &
Gas Co. v. FE.R.C., 989 F.3d 10, 19 (D.C. Cir. 2021) (“[A] regulation can never trump the plain meaning of a statute.”) (quotes
omitted).

The 1998 Notice relied on the canon of noscitur a sociis —“words grouped in a list should be given related meaning,” 63 FR
at 41659 (quotes omitted)—in order to exclude “so-called “block grants'. . . provided to states or localities” from the sweep

of subparagraph (c)(1)(A). But clearly the “related meaning” that ties together the elements of the list are that they are

forms of a benefit that agencies (here, HHS) provide to the public. Obviously, the elements of the list will not match in every

respect. A “license” will differ from a “loan” in some respects, and a “grant” will differ from all the other elements of the list
in certain respects, too. In short, the 1998 Notice takes the canon of noscitur a sociis too far; it should be used “to avoid
ascribing to one word a meaning so broad that it is inconsistent with its accompanying words.” See Gustafson v. Alloyd Co.,
Inc., 513 U.S. 561, 575 (1995) (emphasis added). No inconsistency arises from relying on the plain meaning of the term
“any grant,” including grants to individuals as well as grants to non-individuals. Even on its own terms, the 1998 Notice's

reasoning fails: HHS does enter into “contract[s]” with non-individuals, including States.

Indeed, the reasoning of the 1998 Notice is incoherent when it comes to “grant[s]” in the context of HHS-administered

” u

benefit programs. Contrary to the 1998 Notice, “grants” are not “generally” “agreements between Federally funded
programs and individuals.” 63 FR at 41659. The one example cited in the notice, “research grants,” does not fit the bill:
those funds may eventually be given to a lab staffed with a group of individuals, but in most cases the grant recipient or
subrecipient is an institution. It would be an error not to consider a grant to be a Federal public benefit because the initial

recipient is a governmental or private entity. Indeed, that is rarely true for grants in the first place.

The conclusion that “any grant” means “any grant” is reinforced by the structure of the statute. While subparagraph (c)(1)
(B) provides a definition of “Federal public benefit” that is tied to the nature of the recipient (“individual, household, or
family eligibility unit”), subparagraph (c)(1)(A) does not include similar language. Especially because these are neighboring
provisions, the omission has to be assumed to be intentional. Russello v. United States, 464 U.S. 16, 23 (1983) (“[W]here
Congress includes particular language in one section of a statute but omits it in another section of the same Act, it is
generally presumed that Congress acts intentionally and purposely in the disparate inclusion or exclusion.”). Thus, the

1998 Notice reads a limitation into subparagraph (c)(1)(A) that Congress intentionally left out.

2. “Eligibility Unit”
Section 1611(c)(1)(B) clearly prohibits aliens (who are not qualified aliens) from accessing a wide array of HHS-provided

benefits “for which payments or assistance are provided to an individual, household, or family eligibility unit[.]” The

question is the meaning and function of “eligibility unit” in this provision.

To start, “eligibility unit” does not modify all items of the list. Rather, the term “family eligibility unit” is used in parallel to
“household” elsewhere in the statute. See8 U.S.C. 1631 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1631) (f)(1), (2)
(discussing instances in which an abuser “resid[es] in the same household as the alien” and then stating that benefits are
not available “for an alien during any period in which the individual responsible for such battery or cruelty resides in the
same household or family eligibility unit as the individual”); see 8 U.S.C. 1641(c)
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1641) (similar). This leads to a straightforward reading of the statute: benefits
are subject to PRWORA if they go to an individual, a household, or a “family eligibility unit.”
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Even just looking to the phrase “eligibility unit” itself, in the benefits context, “family eligibility unit” just means the “unit” by
which “eligibility” is assessed. Cf. Mitchell v. Lipscomb, 851 F.2d 734 (4th Cir. 1988) (discussing “filing unit” in context of
Medicaid eligibility determination). Subparagraph (c)(1)(B) does not otherwise dictate what criteria must enter into the
“eligibility” assessment in order for the “payments or assistance” to be within the definition of “Federal public benefit.”
Under a plain-meaning approach, “eligibility” simply means “the quality or state of being eligible: fitness or suitability to be
chosen, selected, or allowed to do something.” [ Depending on the program, eligibility can turn on the income level or age
of the relevant “unit.” See 63 FR at 41659. But it can also turn on the fact that the “unit” has a “particular physical

condition[]” or is a certain “gender.” Contra id.

Thus, the Department believes the proper interpretation of subparagraph (c)(1)(B) is as follows: the listed benefits,
including “other similar benefit[s],” are “Federal public benefit[s]” as long as they are provided on either a per-individual, per-

household, or per-“family eligibility unit” basis.

The 1998 Notice gave greater significance to “eligibility unit” than that text can bear. The notice interpreted subparagraph
(c)(1)(B) to include only “benefits that are (1) provided to an individual, household, or family, and (2) the individual,
household, or family must, as a condition of receipt, meet specified criteria ( e.g., a specified income level or residency) in
order to be conferred the benefit[.]” 63 FR at 41659 (emphasis added). As to the second criterion, the 1998 Notice added:
“in order for a program to be determined to provide benefits to “eligibility units' the authorizing statute must be interpreted
to mandate ineligibility for individuals, households, or families that do not meet certain criteria, such as a specified income

level or a specified age.” Id.

The first flaw of the 1998 Notice is that it assumes that “eligibility unit” modifies “individual” and “household.” It is not clear
whether the phrase “eligibility unit” applies to all three items in the list (“individual,” “household,” and “family”) or to just
“family.” At a minimum, it strains the English language to conceive of an “individual[ Jeligibility unit.” That notion would
commonly be expressed as “eligible individual,” but Congress did not say “eligible individual” in subparagraph (c)(1)(B). As
explained above, recognizing that “family eligibility unit” is a discrete phrase (parallel to “individual” and “household”)
avoids having to resolve the textual question of the difference between “individual” and “individual eligibility unit.” The
Department is unaware of any statute or HHS program that uses the term “individual eligibility unit” in this sense. The
Department seeks comment on the application of “eligibility unit” in other federal programs at HHS or similar contexts. In
the interpretation that the Department now sets forth, the question is largely ([) printed page 31235) academic as to

|n

whether “eligibility unit” applies to “individual” and “household.” But under the 1998 Notice's approach, the question
becomes much more important, because “eligibility unit” bears significant weight in the analysis. Yet, the 1998 Notice
elides this question, simply assuming without explanation that “eligibility unit” applies across the list despite its likely

inapplicability to the term “individual.”

Even if the phrase does apply to all three items, it is not clear whether the word “eligibility” supplies any significant
constraint in this context. Of course, the Department is mindful of the canon against superfluity. See Microsoft v. i4i Ltd,
564 U.S. 91, 106 (2011). But as explained above, in the context of benefit programs, a reference to “eligibility unit” can
simply mean the categorization of discrete end-recipients of the “payments or assistance”—that is, the statute recognizes
that some benefits are allocated on an individual basis, some on a household basis, and some on a family basis, and
“eligibility” is assessed vis-a-vis those “unit[s].” The statute does not otherwise place special weight on the word “eligib[le].”
See also Dep't of Justice, “Verification of Eligibility for Public Benefits,” 63 FR 41662 (/citation/63-FR-41662), 41664-65
(/citation/63-FR-41664) (“if an agency provides an unemployment benefit to an individual using federally appropriated
funds, the definition is satisfied”; no discussion of “eligibility unit” or additional “eligibility” criteria). This understanding
makes particular sense in the PRWORA context. One purpose of PRWORA is to limit aliens' access to public benefits, and if
the end-recipient of the benefit is something larger than a household or family (for example, the multi-unit buildings

referenced in the 1998 Notice, 63 FR at 41660), it makes little sense to talk about an assessment of immigration status.
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In addition, the 1998 Notice's approach is unmoored from the statutory text and invites arbitrary application. Assume for
the sake of discussion that “eligibility unit” modifies the entire list. And assume further that the term “eligibility” means a
“Federal public benefit” must employ some sort of criteria that excludes certain individuals, household, or families, but not
others. The 1998 Notice goes further: those criteria must be in “the authorizing statute” of the benefit program and those
criteria must be of some special type. It is not enough if the entire benefit program is structured “to meet the needs of
certain populations”; rather, the criteria must be such that “providers use variations in individual characteristics as a basis

for determining eligibility, on a case-by-case basis.” 63 FR at 41659-60.

None of the Notice's line-drawing about the right type of criteria is grounded in the statutory text. That is enough to reject
it. And the 1998 Notice's own example demonstrates the fallacy of its reasoning. The Notice points to a grant for “children
or pregnant women.” Id. Obviously, a man is not an eligible individual for a grant program that provides benefits to pregnant
women. Put another way, “as a condition of receipt” of the benefit, he must “meet specified criteria,” and he fails to do so.
Id. at 41659. So, the situation would seem to meet the test articulated by the 1998 Notice. But the notice convolutedly
reasons that the “Maternal and Child Health program” is not a Federal public benefit because this criterion (being a

pregnant woman, not a man) is somehow different from other criteria (“such as a specified income level or a specified

age”).

The 1998 Notice also points to the definition of “Federal benefit” in Section 561 of the lllegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRA). 63 FR at 41659. The caption of that section is “Increased maximum criminal
penalties for forging or counterfeiting seal of a federal department or agency to facilitate benefit fraud by an unlawful
alien.” That is, the entire statutory provision, 18 U.S.C. 506 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/18/506), is about
criminal liability for a person who commits certain acts of forgery (or related acts). In defining “Federal benefit” in that
context, there is no need to refer to “eligibility unit"—the statute contemplates a person committing a criminal act to
“facilitate[e] an alien's application for, or receipt of, a Federal benefit.” 18 U.S.C. 506(b)
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/18/506). Any inference that might be drawn for supporting a narrow interpretation
of PRWORA is insufficient to overcome the plain meaning of the text of 8 U.S.C. 1611
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611), especially in light of the explicit purpose of PRWORA set forth in § 1601.

By eliminating this arbitrary line-drawing around what constitutes an appropriate “eligibility” criterion, HHS's new
interpretation will no longer raise a question about what to do with programs that, as the 1998 Notice describes, “provide a
mixture of services, some of which are provided to . . . communities or specified sectors of the population.” 63 FR at
41660. That question was a consequence of the 1998 Notice's convoluted approach to subparagraph (c)(1)(B), in which
certain eligibility criteria (such as income limits) counted, but others did not (such as geographic limits). And it led to yet
more analysis that was far removed from the statutory text. See id. (creating a “preponderance” test to determine whether
an HHS program is a “Federal public benefit”). Now, if an HHS program provides a benefit that falls within the categories
set forth in the first half of subparagraph (c)(1)(B), and it does so on a per-individual, per-household, or per-family basis, it
will be a “Federal public benefit.” That is true whether the “eligibility” of the relevant “unit” turns on being part of a specific
“community],” part of a “specified sector of the population,” having a “specified income level,” being a “specified age,” etc.
See 63 FR at 41659-60.

Further, the 1998 Notice imposes a requirement that the limits on eligibility to individuals, household, or family be in the
statutory text. There is no statutory basis for requiring that the description of eligibility be in statute. At least one court has
found the 1998 Notice misinterprets the statute. “HHS's reasoning is not persuasive . . . Not only did HHS fail to explain
why a benefit program's status should turn on whether Congress explicitly laid out the eligibility criteria in the statutory

text, but HHS's approach would result in a large number of benefit programs falling outside PRWORA's reach, which would
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run counter to Congress's intent in enacting PRWORA.” Poder in Action v. City of Phoenix, 481 F. Supp. 3d 962, 974 (D. Ariz.
2020). That court found that the program at issue in that case (the Coronavirus Relief Fund) was likely a “Federal public

benefit” because it “provide[d] benefits on a household basis.” Id. at 974.

The straightforward reasoning applied by that court, supported by the plain meaning of the statutory text, is consistent
with the approach the HHS will take in determining whether an HHS program is a “Federal public benefit” and applying the
prohibition in § 1611(a).

3. “Any Other Similar Benefit”

Subparagraph (c)(1)(B) lists a wide range of benefits that fall within the definition of “Federal public benefit,” and
supplements those specific examples with a catch-all phrase: “any other similar benefit.” HHS programs may provide an
“other similar benefit” even if they do not directly fall within the enumerated, specific items of the list. Indeed, that is the
point of a catch-all phrase. Republic of Iraq v. Beaty, 556 U.S. 848, 860 (2009) (“[T]he whole value of a generally phrased
residual clause, like the one used in the second proviso, is that it serves as a catchall for matters not specifically
contemplated—known unknownsl.]"); Cf. Uriostegui v. (O printed page 31236) Ala. Crime Victims Compensation Comm'n,
2010 WL 11613802, at *15 (N.D. Ala. Nov. 16, 2010) (rejecting attempts to distinguish crime victim compensation program
from the other benefits listed in (c)(1)(B): “The categories of benefits listed in § 1611(c)(1)(B) are quite broad in their
variety[.]"), report and recommendation adopted, 2011 WL 13285298 (N.D. Ala. Jan. 12,2011).

The 1998 Notice acknowledged that “the litany of categories in 401(c)(1)(B) is broad.” But the notice only engaged with
this statutory language apophatically, providing a single example of what is not included in the specific terms, while
ignoring the catch-all phrase. See 63 FR at 41659. It is true that an HHS program that deals with non-postsecondary
education (such as Head Start) would not fall within the statutory term “postsecondary education . . . benefit.” Id. But such
program would fall within the statutory term if it is “similar” to another “benefit” explicitly listed in the statutory text. At the
very least, the 1998 Notice wholly fails to explain why a program like Head Start would not fall within the term “other

similar benefit.” HHS believes Head Start is similar to a welfare benefit and will explain further below.

The Department announces that it will interpret the phrase “any other similar benefit” in line with plain meaning: any other
benefit that is “alike in substance or essentials” to or that “[has] characteristics in common” (2 with “retirement, welfare,
health, disability, public or assisted housing, postsecondary education, food assistance, [or] unemployment benefit[s].” 8
U.S.C. 1611(c)(1)(B) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611). See also United States v. Raynor, 302 U.S. 540, 547
(1938) (“Similarity is not identity, but resemblance between different things.”). This approach is fully consistent with the
canon of ejusdem generis: “Where general words follow specific words in a statutory enumeration, the general words are

usually construed to embrace” “objects similar in nature to those objects enumerated by the preceding specific words.”
Yates v. United States, 574 U.S. 528, 545 (2015) (alterations omitted, emphasis added).

The application of this interpretation to specific HHS programs is informed by PRWORA's statement of purpose, which
emphasizes that Congress intended to reach a broad range of benefit programs in order to ensure that “aliens within the
Nation's borders not depend on public resources to meet their needs, but rather rely on their own capabilities and the
resources of their families, their sponsors, and private organizations” and to ensure that “the availability of public benefits
not constitute an incentive for immigration to the United States.” 8 U.S.C. 1601(2)
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1601). HHS's interpretation of subparagraph (c)(1)(B) will also be informed by the
recognition that Congress enacted this provision to apply across the multifarious operations of the federal government—
that is, HHS will not overread into the fact that Congress provided certain examples to underscore the breadth of

subparagraph (c)(1)(B) in order to improperly exclude programs that properly fall within the plain meaning of subparagraph

©M)(B).
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Based on this interpretation, the Department believes that Head Start is a “similar benefit” to a welfare benefit. While the
term “welfare” is not defined in PRWORA, it can be given a fair reading in its plain meaning and agency usage. The broad
sweep of “welfare” described in the preamble in section 400 of PRWORA, (8 U.S.C. 1601
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1601)) supports a broad reading of “welfare” and any “similar benefit”, as do
other laws enacted around the same time. The Welfare Indicators Act of 1994 (Pub. L. 103-432) directs the HHS Secretary
to publish an annual report on welfare dependency. The law states it should “include analysis of families and individuals
receiving assistance under means-tested benefit programs, including the program of aid to families with dependent
children under part A of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/42/601) et
seq.), the food stamp program under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/7/2011) et seq.), and the Supplemental Security Income program under title XVI of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/42/1381) et seq. ), or as general assistance
under programs administered by State and local governments.” Bl The purpose of this report is to address questions
concerning the extent to which American families depend on income from welfare programs. The Administration for
Children and Families also defines “welfare” specifically in the context of services that help children: “Child welfare is a
continuum of services designed to ensure that children are safe and that families have the necessary support to care for
their children successfully.” ¥ The Head Start Program is, at minimum, a similar program to the aforementioned welfare

programs, which also provide means-tested assistance to families and individuals.

While Head Start provides for school readiness, it also provides low-income children and their families with “health,
educational, nutritional, and social and other services, that are determined based on family needs assessment, to be
necessary.” [®l Further, it may serve as child care for parents of young children. These benefits provided by the Head Start

program are “similar” to “welfare” benefits.

To the extent HHS has issued regulatory statements or guidance that suggest the Head Start program is not a “Federal
public benefit” under subparagraph (c)(1)(B), those statements cannot stand in light of the plain meaning of PRWORA. This
principle, of course, applies beyond the determination of whether the Head Start program is a “Federal public benefit”; it
applies to the evaluation of any other program “provided by” by the Department or administered by the Department “by
appropriated funds of the United States.” 8 U.S.C. 1611(c)(1)(A) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611), (B).

4. Exemptions

Section IV of the 1998 Notice, entitled “Exemptions,” asserts that § 1611(b)(1) “excludes some HHS programs from the
definition of "Federal public benefits."” 63 FR at 41660.

While it is true that § 1611(b)(1) excludes certain HHS programs from the ambit of § 1611(a), it is false that those
programs are excluded from the definition of “Federal public benefit.” In fact, the statute clearly says the opposite.
Paragraph (b)(1) says “Subsection (a) shall not apply with respect to the following Federal public benefits. . . ” (emphasis
added). Thus, “Public health assistance . . . for immunizations with respect to immunizable diseases and for testing and
treatment of symptoms of communicable diseases whether or not such symptoms are caused by a communicable
disease,” 8 U.S.C. 1611(b)(1)(C) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1611), very much is a “Federal public benefit.”
Contra 63 FR at 41660. Whether it is subject to § 1611(a) is a separate question conceptually.

lll. HHS Programs

Having set forth the correct interpretation of the definition of “Federal public benefit,” HHS has determined that the list of
HHS programs set forth in the 1998 HHS ([ printed page 31237) PRWORA Notice is incomplete and needs to be updated.
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The 1998 Notice, 63 FR at 41660, identified the following HHS programs as providing “Federal public benefit[s]” and were
not “otherwise excepted” from § 1611(a): (1) Adoption Assistance; (2) Administration on Developmental Disabilities (ADD)
—State Developmental Disabilities Councils (direct services only); (3) ADD—Special Projects (direct services only); (4) ADD
—University Affiliated Programs (clinical disability assessment services only); (5) Adult Programs/Payments to Territories;
(6) Agency for Health Care Policy and Research Dissertation Grants; (7) Child Care and Development Fund; (8) Clinical
Training Grant for Faculty Development in Alcohol & Drug Abuse; (9) Foster Care; (10) Health Profession Education and
Training Assistance; (11) Independent Living Program; (12) Job Opportunities for Low Income Individuals (JOLI); (13) Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP); (14) Medicare; (15) Medicaid (except assistance for an emergency
medical condition); (16) Mental Health Clinical Training Grants; (17) Native Hawaiian Loan Program; (18) Refugee Cash
Assistance; (19) Refugee Medical Assistance; (20) Refugee Preventive Health Services Program; (21) Refugee Social
Services Formula Program; (22) Refugee Social Services Discretionary Program; (23) Refugee Targeted Assistance
Formula Program; (24) Refugee Targeted Assistance Discretionary Program; (25) Refugee Unaccompanied Minors
Program; (26) Refugee Voluntary Agency Matching Grant Program; (27) Repatriation Program; (28) Residential Energy
Assistance Challenge Option (REACH); (29) Social Services Block Grant (SSBG); (30) State Child Health Insurance Program
(CHIP); (31) Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF).

Based on the interpretation of PRWORA set forth above, and based on intervening developments since the promulgation of
the 1998 Notice, HHS now identifies the following additional HHS programs as providing “Federal public benefit[s]": (32)
Title X Family Planning Program; (33) Head Start; (34) Title IV-E Educational and Training Voucher Program; (35)
Community Services Block Grant (CSBG); (36) Health Center Program; (37) Substance Use Prevention, Treatment, and
Recovery Services Block Grant; (38) Community Mental Health Services Block Grant; (39) Projects for Assistance in
Transition from Homelessness Grant Program; (40) Certified Community Behavioral Health Clinics; (41) Mental Health and
Substance Use Disorder Treatment, Prevention, and Recovery Support Services Programs administered by the Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration not otherwise covered under (37)-(40), above; (42) Title IV-E Prevention
Services Program; (43) Title IV-E Kinship Guardianship Assistance Program; (44) Health Workforce Programs not
otherwise covered under “(10) Health Profession Education and Training Assistance”, as described above (including

grants, loans, scholarships, payments, and loan repayments).[6]

To be clear, the above list is not exhaustive. Any programs not listed in this notice or established after the date of this
notice may still fall under the definition of Federal public benefit. Any additional programs determined to be Federal public

benefits will be announced in program specific guidance.

IV. Verification

The 1998 Notice, at various points, touched on the immigration-status verification requirements that PRWORA, as
amended, attached to HHS programs. While verification requirements are related to a practical effectuation of the
prohibition set forth in § 1611(a), they are conceptually distinct from a proper definition of “Federal public benefit.” Thus,
the Department is not formally revising the aspects of the 1998 Notice that touch on PROWRA's verification requirements

at this time.

However, the Department notes important considerations for stakeholders to keep in mind. The American people, acting
through their elected representatives in Congress and the President that they have elected to lead the Executive Branch,
has made it clear that it is the policy of this country that persons' access to public benefits should turn on those persons'
immigration status. In enacting PRWORA, “Congress mal[de] the following statements concerning national policy with
respect to welfare and immigration”: “It continues to be the immigration policy of the United States” that “aliens within the
Nation's borders not depend on public resources to meet their needs, but rather rely on their own capabilities and the
resources of their families, their sponsors, and private organizations,” and that “the availability of public benefits not

constitute an incentive for immigration to the United States.” 8 U.S.C. 1601 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1601).
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President Trump has similarly issued numerous Presidential actions that reflect the will of the American people that aliens
should not burden our public benefits system and that our public benefits system should not serve as a magnet for illegal
immigration. This Administration recognizes that it is “it is national policy that “aliens within the Nation's borders not
depend on public resources to meet their needs, and that "it is a compelling government interest to remove the incentive
for illegal immigration provided by the availability of public benefits.” Executive Order 14218 (/executive-order/14218), § 1,
90 FR 10581 (/citation/90-FR-10581) (quoting PRWORA, alterations omitted). Thus, President Trump has emphasized that
his Administration “will uphold the rule of law, defend against the waste of hard-earned taxpayer resources, and protect
benefits for American citizens in need, including individuals with disabilities and veterans.” Id. As President Trump has
ordered, “The American people deserve a Federal Government that puts their interests first and a Government that
understands its sacred obligation to prioritize the safety, security, and financial and economic well-being of Americans.”
Executive Order 14159 (/executive-order/14159), § 1, 90 FR 8443 (/citation/90-FR-8443).

Even if PRWORA and related regulatory activity do not mandate an entity to conduct verification of the immigration status
of a person applying for benefits, nothing in the statute prohibits such an entity from conducting verification. See8 U.S.C.
1642 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/8/1642). Pending further regulation and/or guidance on the situations in
which verification is required, all entities that are part of HHS's administration of public benefits should pay heed to the

clear expressions of national policy described above.

V. Change in Position

To be clear, the Department hereby explicitly “display[s] awareness that it is changing position.” F.C.C. v. Fox Television
Stations, 556 U.S. 502, 515 (2009) (emphasis omitted). As explained above, the change in position from the 1998 Notice is
necessary because the 1998 Notice incorrectly interprets ([ printed page 31238) PRWORA's plain meaning of the statute's

text in multiple ways. The Department's new position is consistent with the plain meaning of the statute's text.

Some may argue that there are reliance interests that are affected by the Department's change in position. Some may
argue that the Department's new position will negatively impact public health. However strong these hypothetical policy
arguments may be, the Department has no power to override Congress's will, expressed in the clear statutory text of
PROWRA. See Loper Bright Enters. v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369, 400 (2024) (“In the business of statutory interpretation, if [an
agency's interpretation of a statute] is not the best, it is not permissible.”). The Department anticipates that numerous
unqualified aliens will no longer receive benefits under Federally funded programs due to this notice. This is a necessary
result of the Department's obligation to comply with the law. It is also necessary to remedy the corresponding harm of the
denial of limited benefits to those U.S. citizens and qualified aliens who otherwise would receive benefits to which they are
entitled, but for them being provided to unqualified aliens. In addition, HHS is concerned that the provision of Federal
public benefits to unqualified aliens incentivizes increased illegal immigration, compounding the problem over time, of
unqualified aliens increasingly unlawfully drawing down and crowding out benefits reserved for U.S. citizens and qualified

aliens.

V. Comment Period and Effective Date

Although HHS is soliciting public comment on this interpretation, it is necessary to apply this interpretation to HHS
programs immediately, prior to receipt and consideration of any comments. Any delay would be contrary to the public

interest and fail to address the ongoing emergency at the Southern Border of the United States.

During the prior administration, the numbers of illegal aliens who entered the United States reached dangerous levels,
threatened the safety and wellbeing of the American people, and strained Federal and State resources.”! On January 20,
2025, President Trump declared a national emergency at the Southern Border of the United States. Additional delay to
correct the deficiencies of the 1998 Notice would fail to remove incentives to illegal immigration that are exacerbating the

invasion at the Southern Border. a1
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Additional delay will also cause unnecessary or incorrect administrative actions by agencies or entities that administer our
programs, resulting ultimately in the denial of critical benefits and services to U.S. citizens and qualified aliens who,
according to the interpretation in this notice, are otherwise eligible. In sum, although we are providing a 30-day period for
public comment, as indicated at the beginning of this notice, this interpretation is effective immediately. Post-promulgation
notice-and-comment and immediate effectiveness are consistent with the Administrative Procedure Act, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 553(b)(A) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/5/553) and (d)(2) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/5/553).

VI. Economic Impact

1. Introduction

We have examined the impacts of the notice under Executive Order 12866 (/executive-order/12866), Executive Order
13563 (/executive-order/13563), Executive Order 14192 (/executive-order/14192), the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C.
601-612 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/5/601)), the Congressional Review Act/Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (5 U.S.C. 801 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/5/801), Pub. L. 104-121
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/plaw/104/public/121)), and the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-4
(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/plaw/104/public/4)).

Executive Orders 12866 and 13563 direct us to assess all benefits and costs of available regulatory alternatives and, when
regulation is necessary, to select regulatory approaches that maximize net benefits. Regulatory actions are “economically
significant” under section 3(f)(1) Executive Order 12866 (/executive-order/12866) if they “have an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more; or adversely affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity,
competition, jobs, the environment, public health or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or communities.” Executive
Order 14192 (/executive-order/14192) requires that any new incremental costs associated with significant new regulations
“shall, to the extent permitted by law, be offset by the elimination of existing costs associated with at least ten prior
regulations.” This notice addresses alien eligibility for public benefits, and thus is expressly exempt from the requirements
of Executive Order 14192 (/executive-order/14192) as a regulatory action related to an immigration-related function of the
United States. The analysis indicates, and the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) has determined, that this
notice is an economically significant regulatory action under section 3(f)(1) Executive Order 12866 (/executive-
order/12866).

Because this notice may result in an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or meet other criteria specified
in the Congressional Review Act/Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996, OIRA has determined that
this notice falls within the scope of 5 U.S.C. 804(2) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/5/804).

The Regulatory Flexibility Act requires Agencies to analyze regulatory options that would minimize any significant impact
of a rule on small entities. Because the incremental costs of verification are about 0.1% of the average annual expenditures
per enrollee, we certify that the notice will not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small
entities. This analysis, as well as other sections in this document and the notice, serves as the Final Regulatory Flexibility

Analysis, as required under the Regulatory Flexibility Act.

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA) generally requires that each agency conduct a cost-benefit analysis;
identify and consider a reasonable number of regulatory alternatives; and select the least costly, most cost-effective, or
least burdensome alternative that achieves the objectives of the rule before promulgating any proposed or final rule that
includes a Federal mandate that may result in expenditures of more than $100 million (adjusted for inflation) in at least
one year by State, local, and tribal governments, in the aggregate, or by the private sector. Each agency issuing a rule with

relevant effects over that threshold must also seek input from State, local, and tribal governments. The current threshold
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after adjustment for inflation using the Implicit Price Deflator for the Gross Domestic Product is $187 million, reported in
2024 dollars. UMRA only applies in situations where an agency engages in notice-and-comment rulemaking. It does not

apply to this notice.

A. OVERVIEW OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS

This notice updates and corrects our interpretation of the term “Federal public benefit.” We anticipate that the notice will
lead to a reduction in improper expenditures of taxpayer resources on Federal public benefits for unqualified aliens and a
corresponding increase in benefits for U.S. citizens and qualified aliens. We present a partial benefit-cost analysis of the
notice—for some effects, focusing on the impacts of one program as an illustrative case of the full potential economic
impacts. For the Head Start program, we report a primary estimate of $374 million in annual effects representing
incremental expenditures on U.S. citizens and ([) printed page 31239) qualified aliens. We report a full range of estimated
expenditure effects between $184 million and $1,881 million, capturing uncertainty in the baseline share of program
beneficiaries who are U.S. citizens and qualified aliens. We anticipate that these expenditure effects will result in improved
services and access for U.S. citizens and qualified aliens. For these effects to occur, we estimate corresponding annual
costs of $21 million in the opportunity cost of time spent by individuals seeking benefits to document eligibility and time
spent by individuals reviewing program eligibility, and additional transition costs for the Head Start program associated
with revising standard operating procedures. A broader scope of analysis would report additional expenditure effects and
costs associated with other programs covered by the notice. In a supplementary analysis, we estimate a range of potential
upfront transition costs associated with revising standard operating procedures (not limited to Head Start) between $115
million to $175 million. We request comment on our estimates of benefits, costs, and transfers of this notice. We have
developed a Final Economic Analysis of Impacts that assesses the impacts of this notice. The full final analysis of

economic impacts is available in the docket at regulations.gov under Docket ID. AHRQ-2025-0002.

Robert F. Kennedy, Jr.,

Secretary, Department of Health and Human Services.

Footnotes

1. Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/eligibility
(https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/eligibility). (Accessed 15 Apr. 2025). This is also consistent with HHS
regulations: e.g. CFR 431.804 “ Eligibility means meeting the State's categorical and financial criteria for receipt of
benefits under the Medicaid or CHIP programs.” See also:2 CFR 200.203 (https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-2/section-
200.203), “The statutory, regulatory or other eligibility factors or considerations that determine the applicant's

qualification for Federal awards under the program ( e.g., type of non-Federal entity).”
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2. Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary, Merriam-Webster, https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/similar
(https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/similar). (Accessed 13 Apr. 2025).
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3. 42 U.S. Code § 1374a.
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4. “Child Welfare,” Administration for Children and Families, accessed on July 7, 2025, https://acf.gov/acf_issues/
child_welfare (https://acf.gov/acf_issues/child_welfare).
Back to Citation

43
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/07/14/2025-13118/personal-responsibility-and-work-opportunity-reconciliation-act-of-1996-prwora-i. .. 12/13



11/4/25, 9:13 AM Federal Register :: Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA); Interpretation of “Federal ...

5. 42 U.S.C. 9831 (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/42/9831). See also42 U.S.C. 9833

(https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/42/9833).
Back to Citation

6. Some programs have citizenship or immigration requirements independent of, or more extensive than, PRWORA. For
example, The National Health Service Corps (NHSC) programs require beneficiaries to be U.S. citizens or nationals of
the United States. See 42 U.S.C. 254I(b)(2) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/42/254l) (requiring NHSC scholars to
be “be eligible for, or hold, an appointment as a commissioned officer in the Regular or Reserve Corps of the Service or
be eligible for selection for civilian service in the Corps.” Also see 42 CFR 62.3(a)(3)-(4)
(https.//www.ecfr.gov/current/title-42/section-62.3#p-62.3(a)(3)) The same requirements apply to the NHSC Loan
Repayment Program. See 42 U.S.C. 254I-1(b)(2) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/42/254I-1); 42 CFR 62.24(a)(2)
(https.//www.ecfr.gov/current/title-42/section-62.24#p-62.24(a)(2)). In general, under 5 CFR 7.3(a)
(https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-5/section-7.3#p-7.3(a)), civilian employees of the United States appointed through
the competitive process are required to be a “citizen or national of the United States,” and Comm. Corps officers are
required to be U.S. citizens under 42 U.S.C. 204(a)(2) (https://www.govinfo.gov/link/uscode/42/204) (“All
commissioned officers shall be citizens of the United States . .. .").

Back to Citation

7. “Crisis by Design,” A Comprehensive Look at the Biden-Harris Administration's Unprecedented Border Crisis, House
Committee on Homeland Security Majority Report, September 18, 2024, homeland.house.gov/wp-

content/uploads/2024/09/September-2024-Border-Report.pdf.
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