Case 
1AR – Overview 
300,000 people are on the brink of deportation and family separation causing widespread trauma and mental health issues – TPS itself is a dignity harm that is both itself racist and inflicts chronic insecurity, worker exploitation and anxiety through a permanent legal limbo.
1AR – Framing 
Pyschological pain and dignity harms outweighs – it operates upon the same nueral tracks – acceptance undermines empathy and ratifies legal inferiority which is racist. 
Probability first – key to effective decision making – 1% risk goes both ways because acc of psychological stress is an ex risk – that’s 1AC Canali and Porter Brown. 

Political expediency bad – don’t burden marginalized people with the political blackmail of conservatives. 

T – AOS 
1AR – Counterinterp 
Legal immigration is the process of obtaining LPR which includes adjustment of status – that’s Robinson

1AR – Precision DA 
Precision is an impact filter – predictability is the key internal link to limits and ground. 
Prefer our interp: 
INA – we cite the core statute governing immigration. 
CRS Confirmed.  
Kandel 18 — William A. Kandel, Analyst in Immigration Policy at the Congressional Research Service, holds a Ph.D. in Sociology and Demography from the University of Chicago, 2018 (“A Primer on U.S. Immigration Policy,” Congressional Research Service Report Number R45020, June 22nd, Available Online at https://fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/R45020.pdf, Accessed 09-11-2018, p. summary)
Permanent Immigration5
Four general principles underlie the current system of permanent immigration: family reunification, U.S. labor market contribution, origin-country diversity, and humanitarian assistance. These principles are reflected in different components of permanent immigration. Family reunification occurs primarily through family-sponsored immigration. U.S. labor market contribution occurs through employment-based immigration. Origin-country diversity is addressed through the Diversity Immigrant Visa. Humanitarian assistance occurs primarily through the U.S. refugee and asylee programs. These permanent immigration pathways are discussed further below.
Footnotes in this card:
5 In this report, the term “admissions” broadly refers to the entry of aliens into the United States, either permanently or temporarily. Technically, aliens who immigrate permanently do so either by being admitted as LPRs (if arriving from abroad) or by adjusting status from a temporary nonimmigrant status to LPR status (if residing in the United States). For more information on permanent immigration, see CRS Report R42866, Permanent Legal Immigration to the United States: Policy Overview. 
BIA. 
BIA 99 — U.S. Department of Justice Executive Office for Immigration Review Board of Immigration Appeals, 1999 (“In Re Sara Ofelia Rosas Ramirez, Respondent,” File A92 125 313 – Interim Decision #3384, April 7th, Available Online at https://www.uscis.gov/ilink/docView/INT/HTML/INT/0-0-0-28628/0-0-0-34943.html, Accessed 07-14-2018)
In the instant case, the respondent was “admitted” to the United States when her status was adjusted to that of “an alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence” pursuant to section 245A(b) of the Act. Although this change in status does not meet the definition of an “admission” in section 101(a)(13)(A), because entry occurred prior to the determination of admissibility, that definition does not set forth the sole and exclusive means by which admission to the United States may occur under the Act. Admissions also occur after entry through the process of adjustment of status under sections 245 and 245A. Such admissions are explicitly recognized in the language of section 101(a)(20).
We note that adopting the narrow reading of “admission” urged by this respondent would preclude permanent residents who entered without inspection and then adjusted their status from eligibility for those forms of relief restricted to aliens who have been “admitted” to the United States. See, e.g. , sections 212(c) (alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence with 7 years’ residence), 240A(a) of the Act (7 years’ residence in the United States after “admission in any status”). Under the respondent’s reading, an alien who entered without inspection and resided in this country for many years as a permanent resident after adjustment of status under section 245A would be ineligible for relief under sections 212(c) or 240A(a) because he or she would not be considered to have been “admitted” for permanent residence. Thus, the holding in this case will work to the advantage of some aliens who have adjusted to lawful permanent residence status and who later wish to seek relief from deportation or removal.
Conclusion
We find that, when considered in light of the overall statutory scheme, the reference in section 237(a)(2)(A)(iii) of the Act to “after admission” includes both those aliens who are “admitted” at the time of entry pursuant to section 101(a)(13)(A) as well as those who are “lawfully admitted for permanent residence,” as defined in section 101(a)(20). We therefore find that the respondent’s adjustment of status in 1989 under section 245A(b) constituted an “admission” to the United States as that term is used in section 237(a)(2)(A)(iii). 5/ This reading of the statutory language gives practical meaning to section 101(a)(20) and is in harmony with the use of the terms “admitted” and “admission” in the provisions of the Act discussed above.

Census Bureau Best — it’s the authoritative federal definition of “legal immigration.” 
Perry et al. 1 — Marc Perry, Demographer in the Population Division of the U.S. Census Bureau, holds an M.A. in Sociology from the University of Wisconsin-Madison, et al., with Barbara Vandervate, Analyst at the U.S. Census Bureau, Lea Auman, Programmer at the U.S. Census Bureau, and Kathy Morris, Statistician at the U.S. Census Bureau, 2001 (“Evaluating Components of International Migration: Legal Migrants,” Working Paper No. 59 – Demographic Analysis-Population Estimates Task Team #9 Legal Migration Evaluation Team of the Population Division of the U.S. Census Bureau, December, Available Online at https://www.census.gov/population/www/documentation/twps0059/twps0059.html, Accessed 07-14-2018)
1. Background
Legal immigration is the process by which a non-citizen of the United States is granted legal permanent residence in the United States by the federal government. A non-citizen with legal permanent residence status may remain in the country, be employed, and travel outside the United States without restriction. A legal permanent resident may also seek naturalization. Attaining legal permanent residence in the United States is not the same as becoming a United States citizen.
After dropping to relatively low levels during the period 1931 to 1970 (see Table 1), legal immigration to the United States has increased significantly in recent decades, primarily as a result of a change in immigration law in 1965. According to the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), 7.6 million people attained legal permanent residence in the United States in the fiscal year 1991 to 1998 period—an amount equaling the peak levels of immigration early in the Twentieth Century.
Table 1. Legal immigration to the United States: 1901 to 1998 (source: 1998 INS Yearbook)
Years	Legal Immigrates
1901-10	8,795,386
1911-20	5,735,811
1921-30	4,107,209
1931-40	528,431
1941-50	1,035,039
1951-60	2,515,479
1961-70	3,321,677
1971-80	4,493,314
1981-90	7,338,062
1991-98	7,605,068
The high levels of legal immigration have once again made migration a significant source of population growth for the United States in the 1990s, accounting for more than one quarter of the country's total population increase. Consequently, accurate Census Bureau estimates of the total U.S. population are highly dependent upon accurate statistics on legal immigration.
The project objective for DAPE Team 9 was to answer the question, "In the current population estimates process, are the assumptions concerning the size and characteristics of legal immigration realistic?" The following sections provide a detailed discussion of the data sources, methodology, assumptions, and limitations of the current approach to estimating the flow of legal immigration. The final section will examine the research hypothesis and provide suggestions for enhancing the quality of the legal immigration component.
Major components of legal immigration
There are numerous ways to qualify for legal permanent residence in the United States, and the 7.6 million immigrants who received legal permanent residence in the fiscal year 1991 to 1998 period represent a wide variety of immigrant situations. INS immigration data are therefore partitioned into a number of different categories, based on the INS class of admission. These admissions vary in terms of application procedure and data source. Differences in data sources and application procedures are important because they impact how well we are able to estimate both the total number of legal immigrants and their demographic characteristics. Consequently, throughout this document we will present our findings separately for four types of legal immigrants: new arrivals, adjustees, refugees, and asylees. These four groups are discussed briefly in the next section.
Two main administrative routes are open to aliens who wish to become legal permanent residents of the United States, depending on their residence at time of application. New arrivals are people living outside the United States at the time of application for legal permanent residence. They must apply through the U.S. consular office in their country and are unable to enter the United States as legal permanent residents until receiving their visa. From fiscal years 1991 to 1998, 3.5 million people received legal permanent residency as new arrivals.1
Adjustees are people already living in the United States at the time of application for legal permanent residence. These people are adjusting from a nonimmigrant status—such as foreign student, temporary worker, refugee, or undocumented migrant—to legal immigrant status. Because adjustees are already living in the United States when they apply for legal permanent residence, they do not apply through the consular office in their previous country. Instead they apply directly to the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) for permanent resident visas. Roughly 4.1 million adjustees obtained legal permanent residence in the United States between 1991 and 1998.2 This adjustee number includes 0.9 million refugees and asylees who adjusted status.
Among those adjusting status, there are two main groups of immigrants. Refugees are people who cannot return to their country of nationality because of persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution. Refugees must apply for refugee status from outside the United States, and must reside in the U.S. for a minimum of one year before applying for legal permanent residency. According to INS figures from the 1998 yearbook, 0.8 million refugees received legal permanent residency between fiscal years 1991 and 1998. The Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) within the department of Health and Human Services provides data on refugee arrivals to this country.
Asylees are defined as people who (1) are unable or unwilling to return to their country of nationality because of persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution, (2) applied for asylum while living in the United States or upon arriving at a port of entry, and have been granted asylum, or (3) applied for asylum during deportation and were granted asylum by the Executive Office of Immigration Review (EOIR). The applicant's legal status at time of application is not taken into account when INS makes the decision about asylum. The Census Bureau includes asylees in the legal immigration component only when they change status to legal permanent residence. About 106,000 asylees converted to legal permanent residence during fiscal years 1991 through 1998, according to the 1998 INS yearbook.
The asylee process is a complex one involving multiple steps. In this paper, we will use the term 'asylee applicant' to refer to people applying for asylee status. Successful applicants are known as 'asylees.' Asylees applying for legal permanent residence will be referred to as 'pending asylee adjustees,' while those who are granted this status are known as 'asylee adjustees.' For DAPE purposes, it is important to realize that for both the asylee and refugee components there are people in various stages of application for legal permanent residence.
Data sources on legal immigration
The primary source of data on legal immigration is the Justice Department's INS public use immigrant file. Each year the INS provides the Census Bureau with a file containing individual records of all legal immigrants admitted during the preceding fiscal year (October 1 to September 30). Each record, stripped of the individual's name, contains information for the following variables:
Month of admission
Year of admission
Class of admission
Country of birth
Sex
Age
Zip code of intended residence
Nonimmigrant year and month of arrival (used for adjustees and asylees only)
It is important to note that the INS microdata file does not contain information concerning the race or Hispanic origin of immigrants; these characteristics must be imputed.
Other sources used include:
The Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) within the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). The ORR gathers data on the number of refugees by month of entry and country of citizenship who are eligible to receive benefits from DHHS.
Provisional data from the INS on the number of pending applications for adjustment to legal permanent residence, by fiscal year.
Decennial census data on race and Hispanic origin of the foreign-born population, by country of birth.
In section 2 of the statement of findings we detail how each of these data sources is used and in some cases modified in the creation of national population estimates.

1AR — Topic Education DA
Topic education outweighs — ad hoc expertise is key to become informed citizens and life-long learners. Debate should reflect immigration scholarship. Asylee, DACA, family separation, TPS, and amnesty define Trump policy. That’s Reinemeyer and Batalova.
These are the two most pressing issues. 
Vassolo 18 — Martin Vassolo, Staff Writer at The Miami Herald, 2018 (“Florida Influencers: Protecting Dreamers is most pressing immigration issue of 2018,” The Miami Herald, July 2nd, Available Online at https://www.miamiherald.com/news/politics-government/influencers/article214056059.html, Accessed 10-10-2018)
Carving out a path to citizenship for Dreamers and finding a permanent solution for immigrants in the country under Temporary Protected Status stand as the two most pressing immigration issues facing Florida this election year, according to the latest survey in the Influencer Series.
The Miami Herald, Bradenton Herald and el Nuevo Herald asked a group of 50 state leaders spanning Florida's political, business, academic and faith circles to rank five immigration issues by importance.
More than 80 percent ranked finding a permanent fix for Dreamers – the hundreds of thousands of young immigrants brought illegally to the country when they were children – as the most important challenge.
“Congress and the Administration must act now to find a bipartisan solution addressing immigration," said William Talbert, president and CEO of the Greater Miami Convention and Visitors Bureau. "This is especially true in finding a path to citizenship for more than 500,000 Dreamers and TPS holders in our country.”
“If we’re fiercely debating the crisis at the border now, imagine the public outcry when it’s your neighbor or co-worker forced to leave after more than 20 years in the U.S.,” Talbert said. “They have diligently paid taxes, bought homes, started businesses and raised families. Legally."
In September, Trump ended DACA, an Obama-era program that granted temporary, renewable work permits to Dreamers. But a series of federal judges have ruled against him. First, two judges forced the administration to allow those who already have work permits to apply for renewals. In April, another judge said the administration should allow immigrants who qualify for DACA to apply for work permits even if they never applied before September 2017. The administration has 90 days to appeal.
While many lawmakers across the political spectrum – and nearly three-quarters of Americans, according to recent polls – say Dreamers should be allowed to stay in this country, lawmakers have failed for months to forge agreement on bill that all sides could support. The latest effort, led by Miami Reps. Mario Diaz-Balart and Carlos Curbelo, collapsed last week when the U.S. House rejected a bill that would have given Dreamers a path to citizenship in exchange for $25 billion for President Donald Trump's border wall and new limits on legal immigration.
Emilio Estefan, Miami music legend and CEO of Estefan Enterprises, suggested a solution. In his survey response, he recalled meeting with four presidents about fixing immigration -- meetings, he said, that seemed to always be fruitless.
"We should have fixed the immigration system many years ago," Estefan said. "We need to have laws and people need to be here legally. For example, why don't we give people who have been here for years a visa for three or five years so they are here legally and we can see what kind of people they are. After a few years, we let them apply for residency or citizenship."
The survey found 63 percent of Influencers ranked the reinstatement of federal protections for undocumented immigrants living in the U.S. under Temporary Protected Status as the second most important immigration issue this year. TPS is offered to immigrants affected by conditions "that temporarily prevent the country's nationals from returning safely, or in certain circumstances, where the country is unable to handle the return of its nationals adequately," according to U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services.
TPS was revoked by the Trump administration for immigrants from Sudan, Nicaragua, Haiti, Nepal, El Salvador and Honduras.
"Our immigration system is broken, thus a piecemeal approach will not work,” said Marleine Bastien, executive director of the Family Action Network Movement, a prominent Haitian women's group. “It is time for Congress to act to enact a comprehensive law that keeps families together and trail blaze a path to citizenship.”
Our topic allows for the temporary v. permanent debate: all affs must grant LPR. That centers the debate over nuances in restrictions, not just “immigration bad/good.” 
1AR — Aff Ground DA 
They exclude 53% of all legal immigration – that’s Reinemeyer and Batalova. That hurts Aff innovation — it’s the only way to beat parole, international, states, and courts CP’s. Their topic is skewed to the neg. 
Aff ground outweighs – good affs produce good debates. 
Factually, half of LPRs are status adjustments. 
Zong et al. 18 — Jie Zong, Associate Policy Analyst at the Migration Policy Institute, holds an M.P.A. from the Wagner Graduate School of Public Service at New York University, et al., with Jeanne Batalova, Senior Policy Analyst and Manager of the Migration Data Hub at the Migration Policy Institute, holds a Ph.D. in Sociology from the University of California-Irvine, and Jeffrey Hallock, Research Consultant with the Migration Policy Institute, holds an M.Sc. in Migration Studies from the University of Oxford, 2018 (“Frequently Requested Statistics on Immigrants and Immigration in the United States,” Migration Information Source—a publication of the Migration Policy Institute, February 8th, Available Online at https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-immigration-united-states, Accessed 07-14-2018)
How many immigrants obtained lawful permanent residence (aka getting a green card) in the United States in 2016?
In fiscal year (FY) 2016, 1,183,505 [one point one eight million] people became lawful permanent residents (LPRs), also known as green-card holders, according to Department of Homeland Security (DHS) data. Although the number of new LPRs in 2016 increased almost 13 percent from 2015 (1,051,031), it remained lower than the level reached in 2006 (1,266,129), the highest in the past decade.
New arrivals comprised approximately 52 percent (618,078) of those granted LPR status in 2016; the remaining 565,427 [565 thousand] were status adjusters—persons already in the country whose green-card applications were approved that year. The share of new arrivals rose steadily in the past decade from 35 percent in 2006, to 41-42 percent in 2007-09, and 47-48 percent in 2012-15, surpassing 50 percent in 2016.
Independently, every aff is extra-topical because all immigration restrictions affect people in the US. Turns clash, education, and predictability. 
1AR — No Ground Lost
They still get the Welfare, Benefits, Politics, Midterms, Base, Remittances, OPOP DAs. 
Yes “admissions DA’s” — LPR increases wages and causes more families to migrate. 
1AR — No Limits Explosion
CP power functionally limits the topic. Affs must have “permanence,” “immigration,” “federal,” “US,” and “actor” key warrants.
“Substantial” checks – their offense is premised on size, not content. 
It’s inevitable — hundreds of employment- and family- based categories, including giving LPR to refugees. 
1AR — They Say: “Cicchini and Hassell”
They’ve misread C&H — circuit splits are about a specific section of the INA that doesn’t apply in the context of the plan.
FYI: the section in question is 101(a)(13)(1)
Cicchini and Hassell 12 — Daniel Cicchini, General Attorney at the Executive Office for Immigration Review—the office of the U.S. Department of Justice responsible for adjudicating all immigration cases in the U.S., and Joseph Hassell, Attorney Advisor at the Immigration Court in Eloy, Arizona, 2012 (“The Continuing Struggle To Define ‘Admission’ and ‘Admitted’ in the Immigration and Nationality Act,” Immigration Law Adviser—a publication of the Executive Office for Immigration Review, Volume 6, Number 6, June, Available Online at https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/07/vol6no6.pdf, Accessed 07-14-2018, p. 4-5)
Adjustment of Status: Is It an Admission?
Determining if and when an alien has been “admitted” is more complex, however, if an alien becomes an LPR through adjustment of status under section 245 of the Act. Indeed, in such a case, an adjudicator may have to determine whether applicable precedent defines an alien’s adjustment of status as an “admission” within the meaning of the Act, because the Board and the circuit courts appear to be split on the issue.
Under section 245 of the Act, the Attorney General may adjust the status of any alien who has previously been inspected, admitted, or paroled. More specifically, adjustment of status is a process that permits aliens already present in the United States to become LPRs without having to depart and procure an immigrant visa from an American consulate, most often in the alien’s country of origin. USCIS, DHS, Adjustment of Status, (Mar. 30, 2011), http://www.uscis.gov/greencard (follow “Green Card Processes and Procedures” hyperlink; then follow “Adjustment of Status” hyperlink); Barr at 3.
Because aliens who adjust status are already physically present inside the United States, this process does not involve physical entry into the country after inspection and authorization at a port of entry. Thus, under the plain language of section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act, it is not an “admission.” As a consequence, an alien who has adjusted status to that of an LPR after entering the country without inspection has not been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A) and would therefore be subject to the grounds of inadmissibility under section 212(a) of the Act.
To avoid this result, in Matter of Rosas, 22 I&N Dec. 616, 621-23 (BIA 1999), the Board held that an alien who was either authorized to enter after inspection or who has “adjusted status” after an unlawful entry was “admitted” for purposes of determining whether the inadmissibility or deportability grounds should apply. See also Matter of E.W. Rodriguez, 25 I&N Dec. 784, 789 (BIA 2012) (holding that the Board is “constrained to treat adjustment as an admission in order to preserve the coherence of the statutory scheme and avoid absurdities”); Matter of Espinosa Guillot, 25 I&N Dec. 653, 655-56 (BIA 2011) (holding that an alien who adjusted to LPR status under the Cuban Refugee Adjustment Act was admitted and therefore subject to charges of removability under section 237(a)); Matter of Alyazji, 25 I&N Dec. 397, 399- 401 (BIA 2011) (citing Board cases where “adjustment of status” is an admission, as well as circuit decisions concluding otherwise); Matter of Koljenovic, 25 I&N Dec. 219, 225 (BIA 2010) (holding that, for purposes of a section 212(h) waiver of inadmissibility, an alien whose status is adjusted to that of an LPR has been “admitted” on the [end page 4] date he or she adjusted status). Other provisions of the Act additionally suggest that an adjustment of status means that an alien is “in and admitted to the United States,” making him or her deportable. See section 237(a)(1)(A) of the Act (entitled “Inadmissible aliens” and providing, in pertinent part, that “[a]ny alien who at the time of entry or adjustment of status was within one or more classes of aliens [who were] inadmissible . . . is deportable”) (emphasis added).
Unlike the Board, the circuit courts’ treatment of the “adjustment-as-admission” issue is mixed. The Ninth Circuit has held that an adjustment of status can be considered an “admission,” albeit in a limited context, but most other circuits disagree. In OcampoDuran v. Ashcroft, 254 F.3d 1133, 1134-35 (9th Cir. 2001), the Ninth Circuit held that adjustment of status was an “admission” within the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(iii) of the Act, which authorizes removal of any alien convicted “at any time after admission” of an aggravated felony. In that case, an LPR, who had entered without inspection, had never been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act. Nevertheless, the court found the alien removable because he later adjusted status and then was convicted of an aggravated felony. Id. (quoting section 101(a)(20) of the Act in defining the term “lawfully admitted for permanent residence”).
However, in the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I) of the Act, which provides, inter alia, that an alien is deportable if he or she is convicted of an offense committed within 5 years “after the date of admission,” the circuit courts have consistently held that an alien’s adjustment of status does not constitute an “admission.” More specifically, the Fourth, Sixth, and Seventh Circuits have all held that the term “admission” in the phrase “date of admission” is governed by the plain, “unambiguous” meaning of “admission” in section 101(a)(13)(A), which requires physical entry after inspection. Zhang v. Mukasey, 509 F.3d 313, 316 (6th Cir. 2007) (holding “that there is only one ‘first lawful admission,’ and it is based on physical, legal entry into the United States, not on the attainment of a particular legal status”); Aremu v. Dep’t of Homeland Sec., 450 F.3d 578, 581 (4th Cir. 2006) (“Because the statutory definition of ‘admission’ does not include adjustment of status, it appears that a straightforward application of Chevron requires us to conclude that the BIA’s determination that ‘the date of admission’ under [section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)] includes the date of an adjustment of status fails step one of the Chevron analysis.”); Abdelqadar v. Gonzales, 413 F.3d 668, 673 (7th Cir. 2005) (“[The alien] accuses the agency of engaging in word play by equating ‘admitted for permanent residence’ with ‘the date of admission.’ The former is a legal status, the latter an entry into the United States. Section [101(a)(13)(A)] defines admission as a lawful entry, not as a particular legal status afterward.”) Additionally, in Shivaraman v. Ashcroft, 360 F.3d 1142, 1147-48 (9th Cir. 2004), the Ninth Circuit distinguished its prior reasoning in Ocampo-Duran, 254 F.3d 1133, holding that the date of an alien’s adjustment of status is not “the date of admission” under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i) if, at the time of the alien’s adjustment, he or she was already lawfully present in the United States pursuant to an earlier nonimmigrant admission.
It should be noted, however, that none of the circuit court cases interpreting the term “admission” within the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I) concerned an alien who had previously entered without inspection and then adjusted status to that of an LPR. Zhang, 509 F.3d at 314 (alien “admitted . . . as an F-2 nonimmigrant student”); Aremu, 450 F.3d at 579 (alien “admitted as a nonimmigrant visitor for pleasure”); Abdelqadar, 413 F.3d at 672 (alien lawfully admitted after inspection); Shivaraman, 360 F.3d at 1143 (alien “lawfully entered . . . as an F-1 nonimmigrant student”). It is difficult to predict how the circuits would decide a case under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I) concerning an LPR who adjusted status after entering without inspection. However, if the circuits maintain that an adjustment of status is not an “admission” under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I), such an interpretation would effectively immunize such an alien from deportability under this provision and may subject them to the grounds of inadmissibility under section 212 of the Act.

That’s not the exclusive definition of “admission.” The controlling BIA precedent is that AOS-to-LPR is “admission.” 
BIA 15 — U.S. Department of Justice Executive Office for Immigration Review Board of Immigration Appeals, 2015 (“Matter of Bouchra Agour, Respondent,” I&N Dec. 566 — Interim Decision #3837, May 18th, Available Online at http://www.nysba.org/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=86292, Accessed 10-14-2018, p. 579)
2. Adjustment of Status as an Admission in Other Contexts
Our holding comports with the well-established understanding that adjustment of status constitutes an admission, as the term is used in certain other parts of the Act. Additionally, we have recognized in certain instances that an alien who has adjusted status to that of a lawful permanent resident has been admitted to the United States. Specifically, we rely on our prior decisions as underscoring the fact that an admission may include adjustment of status in the United States depending on the context in which the term is used, because many of our cases have found that section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act does not provide the exclusive definition for an admission.

Their arg is unpredictable, not contextual, and begs the question of the plan. 
Note: Footnote 82 (“25 I & N Dec. 397 (BIA 2011)”) is Matter of Alla Adel Alyazji. Our “BIA 11” card is from that BIA decision. 
Homan 12 — Laura B. Homan, J.D. Candidate at the Chicago-Kent College of Law, 2012 (“Not All ‘Entries’ Are Equal – The Law of ‘Entry’ and ‘Admission’ for Purposes of the Immigration and Nationality Act,” The National Law Review, October, Available Online at https://www.natlawreview.com/article/not-all-entries-are-equal-law-entry-and-admission-purposes-immigration-and-nationali, Accessed 10-14-2018)
The BIA had opportunity to reconsider its interpretation of “after admission” in Matter of Alyazji.82 It affirmed that an adjustment of status constitutes an “admission”.83 It specified the language, structure and purpose of the Act, taken as a whole has led to the conclusion that the class of aliens “in and admitted to the United States consists of (1) those who entered the United states with the permission of an immigration officer after being inspected at a port of entry; and (2) those who entered the United States without permission or were paroled, but who subsequently became lawful permanent residents.”84 Further, in an effort to settle the query about which date of admission applies when the alien has been admitted more than once, the BIA concluded that the date of admission was the date “by virtue of which the alien was present in the United States when he committed his crime.”85 Therefore, the alien is removable if the alien was present in the United States as a result of an admission that took place within the five-year period of the date that he committed his crime.86 However, the alien would not be deportable if he committed his crime more than five years after the current admission to the United States.87 The BIA clarified that the five-year period does not begin anew every time the alien is admitted.88 It considered the adjustment of status an admission it specified that the alien’s 5 year period did not restart with his adjustment of status – it merely extends the alien’s period of presence without affecting the determination of the date of admission as required by statute.89
V. Conclusion
Congress should look to remedy its gap in its definition of “admission”, especially as it applies to grounds of deportability. By now Congress should recognize that its definition of “admission” in section 101(a)(13)(A) cannot be universally applied throughout the INA. Without Congress adding language to indicate a permissive contextual application, it begs the question whether the term “admitted” has the same meaning in INA section 101(a)(20) that it has in INA section 101(a)(13)(A).
Footnotes in this card:
82. 25 I & N Dec. 397 (BIA 2011). 
83. Id.
84. Id. at 399.
85. Id. at 406.
86. Id. at 406.
87. Id.
88. Id. at 406-7.
89. Id. 407.

In the context of the restrictions the plan lifts, there’s a consensus that AOS is “admission.” Neg ev is about inapplicable circuit court cases. 
Note: Section 212(a)(9)(B)(i)(II) is the 10-year bar for unlawful presence. 
BIA 11 — U.S. Department of Justice Executive Office for Immigration Review Board of Immigration Appeals, 2011 (“Matter of Alla Adel Alyazji, Respondent,” 25 I&N Dec. 397 — Interim Decision #3703, February 3rd, Available Online at https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2014/07/25/3703.pdf, Accessed 10-14-2018, p. 401-402)
B. Adjustment of Status as an Admission
In their appellate briefs, the parties and amicus have focused much of their criticism on our precedents treating adjustment of status as an admission. In particular, they note that some reviewing courts have criticized or rejected the statutory interpretation embodied in Matter of Shanu, and they argue that we should abandon that precedent outright in order to ensure that a uniform nationwide interpretation of the statute exists. As the following discussion explains, however, there is nothing “uniform” about the circuits’ treatment of the “adjustment-as-admission” issue. Moreover, the parties and amicus have not grappled to our satisfaction with the very real interpretive problems that would arise from our adoption of their suggested alternative approaches.
As the parties and amicus point out, the Board’s treatment of adjustment of status as an “admission” has been met with a mixed response in the Federal courts of appeals. Yet most recently, the United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit found that we acted reasonably in treating adjustment of status as an admission under section 212(a)(9)(B)(i)(II) of the Act, which provides for the inadmissibility of certain aliens who seek lawful “admission” to the United States within 10 years after a prior period of unlawful presence in this country. See Lemus-Losa v. Holder, 576 F.3d 752, 757 (7th Cir. 2009). In several precedents, we held that section 212(a)(9)(B)(i)(II) applied not just to aliens who were seeking admission at the border, but also to those who had reentered the United States unlawfully and were seeking “admission” by means of adjustment of status. See Matter of Rodarte, 23 I&N Dec. at 908; see also Matter of Lemus, 24 I&N Dec. 373, 377 (BIA 2007). The Seventh Circuit recognized that adjustment of status did not fit within the definition of “admission” set forth at section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act, but it nevertheless found “no reason to disagree” with our “contextual reading” of the statute, under which adjustment qualified as an admission. Lemus-Losa v. Holder, 576 F.3d at 757 (internal quotation marks omitted).
The Ninth Circuit has likewise held that adjustment of status can be an “admission.” For instance, in Ocampo-Duran v. Ashcroft, 254 F.3d 1133, 1134-35 (9th Cir. 2001), the court held that adjustment of status was an “admission” for purposes of section 237(a)(2)(A)(iii) of the Act, which authorizes the removal of any alien convicted “at any time after admission” of an aggravated felony. Although the respondent in Ocampo-Duran had never been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act, the Ninth Circuit found him removable because he had been convicted of an aggravated felony after being “‘lawfully admitted’ as a legal permanent resident.” Id. (quoting section 101(a)(20) of the Act, which defines the term “lawfully admitted for permanent residence”). We arrived at much the same conclusion in Matter of Rosas, 22 I&N Dec. at 623-24. [end page 401] 
In cases arising under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i) of the Act, however, the courts have been more reluctant to construe adjustment of status as an “admission.” Specifically, the Sixth and Fourth Circuits have held that for purposes of section 237(a)(2)(A)(i), the term “admission” is largely cabined by the language of section 101(a)(13)(A). Zhang v. Mukasey, 509 F.3d 313, 315-16 (6th Cir. 2007); Aremu v. Dep’t of Homeland Sec., 450 F.3d at 581-82. The Seventh Circuit has also declined to treat adjustment of status as an admission in the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(i), at least in the absence of a Board precedent explaining why it should do so. Abdelqadar v. Gonzales, 413 F.3d 668, 673-74 (7th Cir. 2005).3 Moreover, in a decision issued before Matter of Shanu was published, the Ninth Circuit distinguished Ocampo-Duran and held that the date of an alien’s adjustment of status could not be considered “the date of admission” under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i) if, at the time of adjustment, the alien was already lawfully present in the United States pursuant to an earlier nonimmigrant admission. Shivaraman v. Ashcroft, 360 F.3d 1142, 1147-48 (9th Cir. 2004).4
The respondent and amicus point to these circuit court cases and argue that treating adjustment of status as a de facto admission in all section 237(a)(2)(A)(i) cases is simply a bridge too far. Tellingly, however, neither the parties nor amicus urges us to treat section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act as providing an exclusive definition of the term “admission.” On the contrary, everyone seems to agree that adjustment of status can be an “admission” some of the time. In the view of the respondent and amicus, however, the best approach would be to treat adjustment of status as an admission only with respect to those aliens who had never previously been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A). But while this superficially modest proposal might simplify our analysis in this particular case, its broader implications give us pause.
Footnotes in this card:
3. The Abdelqadar court was evidently unaware of Matter of Shanu, which was decided only a few weeks before the Seventh Circuit’s decision was published. In the wake of Shanu, which arguably provided the explanation called for by the Abdelqadar court, the Seventh Circuit has accepted that adjustment of status can be an admission, at least in some contexts. See Lemus-Losa v. Holder, 576 F.3d at 757. 
4. The Fifth Circuit has looked to section 101(a)(13)(A) as definitive authority when construing the phrase “has previously been admitted to the United States as an alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence” in the context of section 212(h) of the Act. Martinez v. Mukasey, 519 F.3d 532, 542-45 (5th Cir. 2008). But see Matter of Koljenovic, 25 I&N Dec. at 223 (distinguishing Martinez and holding that adjustment of status satisfies the “has previously been admitted” requirement of section 212(h), at least where such adjustment was the alien’s only admission).

 (Extra) 1AR – No Limits DA 
No Limits DA — adjustment of status is distinct from nonimmigration admissions. Yes, aff ground DA. 
DHS 18 — The Office of Immigration Statistics in the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2018 (“Legal Immigration and Adjustment of Status Report Fiscal Year 2018, Quarter 1,” July 12th, Available Online at https://www.dhs.gov/immigration-statistics/special-reports/legal-immigration, Accessed 09-10-2018)
On March 6, 2017, the President issued a Memorandum for the Secretary of State, the Attorney General, and the Secretary of Homeland Security on Implementing Immediate Heightened Screening and Vetting of Applications for Visas and Other Immigration Benefits, Ensuring Enforcement of All Laws for Entry into the United States, and Increasing Transparency among Departments and Agencies of the Federal Government and for the American People.
The Memorandum directs the Department of Homeland Security to issue quarterly reports detailing the number of adjustments of immigration status that occurred during the reporting period, disaggregated by type of adjustment, type and detailed class of admission, and country of nationality. This report has been prepared by the Department’s Office of Immigration Statistics to comply with the President’s directive.
The report describes legal immigration and adjustments of status and provides links to data tables within four categories:
Lawful Permanent Residents
Refugee Arrivals
Naturalizations
Nonimmigrant (I-94) admissions
OIS historically has reported on immigration benefits annually, with data extraction beginning three months after the end of the fiscal year. This quarterly report provides information about legal migration flows and adjustments of status based on data available one month after the end of the reporting period. OIS will provide revised figures for previous quarters in future reports as additional data become available. The numbers in this report reflect revisions to previously published numbers.
Lawful Permanent Residents (LPR)
Recent Trends
Approximately 264 thousand aliens obtained lawful permanent resident (LPR) status in the first quarter of Fiscal Year 2018 (FY18 Q1). They represent an almost nine percent decrease from the same quarter in FY 2017.
Fifty-three percent of FY18 Q1 LPR Admissions adjusted status while within the United States, and 47 percent entered as new arrivals. New arrivals decreased from 151 thousand in FY17 Q1 to 124 thousand in FY 18, representing an 18 percent decrease. LPRs adjusting status increased from 139 thousand to 140 thousand over the same period of time (see Table 1A).
Countries of Origin
About 43 percent of new LPRs in the first quarter of FY18 were from the top six countries of nationality: Mexico, Cuba, the People’s Republic of China, India, the Dominican Republic, and the Philippines (see Table 1A). These were also the top six countries for FY17 Q1, representing 41 percent of the total.
Classes and Modes of Admission
About 44 percent of LPRs in FY18 Q1 obtained status as immediate relatives of U.S. citizens and an additional 18 percent obtained status under a family preference category. The proportions for these two categories were 47 percent and 21 percent, respectively, in FY17 Q1. Employment-based preference categories and refugees were the next-largest classes of admission, each accounting for 14 percent of new LPRs (see Table 1B).
Data Sources
LPR data were obtained from the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Service (USCIS) Computer Linked Application Information Management System (CLAIMS) and Electronic Immigration System (ELIS).[1] CLAIMS includes information from the DHS Form I-485, Application to Register Permanent Residence or Adjust Status, which is used by applicants living in the United States. ELIS maintains information from applications for LPR status by applicants living abroad. ELIS automatically confirms the applicant’s status from the Department of States Form DS-230, Application for Immigrant Visa and Alien Registration, or Form DS-260, Electronic Application for Immigrant Visa and Alien Registration.
Refugee Arrivals
Recent Trends
Over 5,000 refugees were admitted in FY18 Q1 (see Table 2). Compared to the same quarter in FY17, when a total of 26,000 refugees were admitted, FY18 Q1 arrivals saw a 79 percent year-over-year decrease. However, FY18 Q1 refugee arrivals increased by 19 percent from FY17 Q4.
Countries of Origin
For the first quarter of FY18, 83 percent of refugees were from six leading countries of nationality: Bhutan, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Burma, Ukraine, Eritrea, and Russia (see Table 2). Bhutan and the Democratic Republic of the Congo accounted for 29 and 22 percent of the total admissions, respectively, in FY18 Q1, compared to seven and 17 percent of the total admissions over the same period of FY17.
Data Sources
Refugee data presented in Table 2 are from the Worldwide Refugee Admissions Processing System (WRAPS) of the Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration of the U.S. Department of State.
Naturalizations
Recent Trends
A total of 163 thousand aliens were naturalized in FY18 Q1, compared to 106 thousand in the same quarter in FY17 (see Table 3). The FY18 Q1 numbers were 55 percent higher than the same period of time in FY17.
Countries of Origin
Roughly 43 percent of aliens naturalized in FY18 Q1 were from Mexico, India, the People’s Republic of China, the Philippines, Cuba, and the Dominican Republic (see Table 3). These were also the six leading countries of nationality during each quarter of FY17.
Data Sources
Naturalization data presented in Table 3 come from administrative records of DHS Form N-400 applications recorded in USCIS’s CLAIMS and ELIS data systems.
I-94 Nonimmigrant Admissions
At the time of this report, data on nonimmigrant admissions were only available for FY17 (October 2016 through September 2017).[2] Detailed data on nonimmigrants in this report are based on I-94/I-94W information, which U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) uses to record certain nonimmigrant admissions (collectively referred to as I-94 nonimmigrant admissions);[3] future reports will also provide detailed data on non-I-94 admissions.
Recent Trends
During FY17, DHS recorded a total of approximately 181 million nonimmigrant admissions to the United States, including 78 million I-94 nonimmigrant admissions (see Table 4B). Total nonimmigrant admissions and I-94 nonimmigrant admissions numbers in the four quarters of FY17 were comparable to those observed in the same quarters of the previous year.
Countries of Origin
The leading countries of citizenship for I-94 nonimmigrant admissions in FY17 were Mexico, Canada, United Kingdom, Japan, and the People’s Republic of China (58 percent of all I-94 admissions; see Table 4A). The same five countries accounted for 59 percent of I-94 admissions in FY16.
Classes of Admission
Visitors entering for pleasure or business comprised 79 and 11 percent, respectively, of all I-94 nonimmigrant admissions in FY 2017, followed by temporary workers and families (5.1 percent) and students and dependents (2.5 percent; see Table 4B). These classes accounted for similar proportions of nonimmigrant admissions in FY16.
Data Sources
Data on total nonimmigrant admissions come from DHS workload estimates. Detailed data on I-94 nonimmigrant admissions are based on DHS Form I-94/I-94W arrival records recorded in the CBP’s TECS database.
Footnotes in this card:
[1] USCIS has built the ELIS electronic case management system as a part of its Transformation Program – an agency-wide modernization initiative to enable end-to-end electronic benefit case processing. Currently, ELIS receives and processes a variety of USCIS form types; the data for this report are obtained from USCIS records and associated data for the immigrant visa packets (upon arrival in the United States) and the Application for Naturalization (Form N-400).
[2] The nonimmigrant admission data are always a quarter behind due to CBP’s data reporting closeout process.
[3] Information collected from these I-94 records includes arrival and departure dates, port of entry, class of admission, country of citizenship, state of destination, age, and gender. A number of changes to I-94 procedures in recent years affected I-94 admissions data. Beginning in 2010, DHS completed updates to computer systems at vehicular lanes and pedestrian crossings along the Northern and Southwest borders to record land admissions previously excluded from I-94 data systems. Beginning in April 2013, CBP automated the I-94 process for nonimmigrants admitted at air and sea ports. This transition from paper to electronic I-94 records at air and sea ports also means that CBP automatically generates I-94 records for Canadian business and tourist travelers admitted at air and sea ports even though they were not previously required to complete I-94 forms. In 2014 CBP made additional changes to its electronic data systems, which have resulted in large increases in the number of I-94 admissions recorded compared to previous years.
(Extra) 1AR – We Meet 
We meet –  TPS holders are non-immigrants which means they have not immigrated or been lawfully admitted. 

TPS holders are nonimmigrants according to the INA. 
Wilson 18 — Jill H. Wilson, Analyst in Immigration Policy at the Congressional Research Service, former Senior Research Analyst and Associate Fellow at the Brookings Institution, former Research Associate at the Migration Policy Institute, holds an M.A. in Geography from The George Washington University, 2018 (“Temporary Protected Status: Overview and Current Issues,” Congressional Research Service Report Number RS20844, January 17th, Available Online at https://fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/RS20844.pdf, Accessed 09-12-2018, p. 3)
Background
Federal law provides that all aliens1 must enter the United States pursuant to the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA). The two major categories of aliens in the INA are (1) immigrants, and (2) nonimmigrants, who are admitted for temporary reasons (e.g., students, tourists, temporary workers, or business travelers). Foreign nationals who lack proper immigration authorization generally fall into three categories: (1) those who are admitted legally and then overstay their nonimmigrant visas, (2) those who enter the country surreptitiously without inspection, and (3) those who are admitted on the basis of fraudulent documents. In all three instances, the aliens are in violation of the INA and subject to removal.
Temporary Protected Status (TPS), codified in INA §244, 2 provides temporary lawful status to foreign nationals in the United States from countries experiencing armed conflict, natural disaster, or other extraordinary circumstances that prevent their safe return. This report begins by situating TPS in the context of humanitarian responses to migration. Another form of blanket relief from removal3—Deferred Enforced Departure (DED)—is also described, as is the historical use of these relief mechanisms. This report then provides data on the countries currently designated for TPS, including the conditions that have contributed to their designation. Past legislation to provide lawful permanent resident status to certain TPS-designated foreign nationals is also described. The report concludes with examples of activity in the 115th Congress related to TPS.
Footnotes in this card:
1 “Alien” is the term used in law and is defined as anyone who is not a citizen or national of the United States. A U.S. “national” is a person owing permanent allegiance to the United States and includes citizens. Noncitizen nationals are individuals who were born either in American Samoa or on Swains Island to parents who are not citizens of the United States. In this report, the terms “migrant,” “alien,” and “foreign national” are used interchangeably.
2 8 U.S.C. §1254a.
3 The term “blanket relief” in this report refers to relief from removal that is administered to a group of individuals based on their ties to a foreign country; this stands in contrast to asylum, which is relief administered on a case-by-case basis to individuals based on their personal circumstances.
They Say: “‘To’ Means Movement” (Add To Existing Block)
“To” indicates the result of a process. 
MW no date — Merriam-Webster Dictionary, no date (“To,” Available Online at https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/to, Accessed 10-14-2018)
2(a)—used as a function word to indicate purpose, intention, tendency, result, or end
came to our aid
drink to his health
(b) —used as a function word to indicate the result of an action or a process
broken all to pieces
go to seed
to their surprise, the train left on time

To obtain LPR, non-citizens adjust status to the United States — we meet. 
GS 18 — MyAttorneyUSA, a website maintained by The Law Offices of Grinberg and Segal, PLLC—an immigration law firm in New York, 2018 (“Sponsoring for Immigrant Visas or Adjustment of Status,” Available Online at http://myattorneyusa.com/sponsoring-for-immigrant-visas-or-adjustment-of-status, Accessed 10-14-2018)
Introduction
In most cases, an alien applying for adjustment of status or an immigrant visa will require a sponsor to file an affidavit of support on his or her behalf. This article will use the applicable statutes, regulations, and immigration agency guidance to provide an overview of the requirements that a person must meet in order to sponsor an alien and requirements for filing a successful application. To learn more about affidavits of support, please consult our articles about overcoming the presumption of public charge and sponsor liability.
Rules for Qualifying to Sponsor an Alien in the United States for Adjustment of Status or an Immigrant Visa
Pursuant to INA § 213A(f), a “sponsor” is an individual who executes an affidavit of support for an alien seeking admission or adjustment of status to the United States. A sponsor is statutorily defined in INA § 213A(f) as a person who:
(A) is a citizen or national of the United States or an alien who is lawfully admitted to the United States for permanent residence;
(B) is at least 18 years of age;
(C) is domiciled in any of the several States of the United States, the District of Colombia, or any territory or possession of the United States;
(D) is petitioning for the admission of the alien under INA § 204; and
(E) demonstrates the means to maintain an annual income equal to at least 125 percent of the Federal poverty line.1
Most sponsors will file a Form I-864, Affidavit of Support. In other cases that we will explore in an article, certain sponsors may instead file a Form I-864EZ, Form I-864W, or Form I-134.
The requirement that a sponsor be “domiciled” in the United States means that the sponsor's principal actual dwelling place must be in the United States.2 If the prospective sponsor goes abroad for certain residency or naturalization purposes described in INA INA §§ 316(b), 317, or 319(b), he or she may be considered domiciled in the United States for purpose of acting as a sponsor.3 So long as the applicant is domiciled in the United States when seeking to act as a sponsor, there is no requirement for how long the prospective sponsor must have been domiciled.4
Footnotes in this card:
1. List derives from INA §§ 213A(f)(1)(A)-(E)
2. I. Kurzban, Kurzban's Immigration Law Sourcebook: A Comprehensive Outline and Reference Tool. (ALIA Publications 14th ed. 2014) 77 citing 8 C.F.R. § 213a.1
3. Kurzban 77, citing 8 C.F.R § 213a.2(c)(1)(ii)(A); Memo, G.C., INS, supra; AFA § 20.5. DOS agrees. Cable, DOS 98-State-042068 (Mar. 12, 199), reprinted in 74 No. 13 Interpreter Releases 468-70 (Apr. 6, 1998)
4. Kurzban 77, citing Cable, 98-State-042068, supra.





Extra-T 
1AR – We Meet 
We grant LPR, expedited citizenship modifies the LPR we give because LPR always includes a path to citizenship – cross apply the Chang card from the CP, it proves it is a pre-requisite. 

Our aff is actually more topical than others and gives the neg more ground because they can read immediate naturalization DAs about benefits or voting rights or CPs that slow down the process. 

1AR – Topic Education 


1AR – No G/L 


1AR – Functional limits


CP 
1AR – Restitution 


1AR – Liminal Status 
Parole provides no formal legal status which subjects its recipients to constant fear of deportation and uncertainty about their livelihood – causes denial of benefits because EADs look fake and long-term family separation – the terminal impact is childhood trauma and the psychological violence of economic insecurity. 
Independently, the law is racist – establishing second class status imposes dignitary harms that makes discrimination more likely – that’s LCCR. 


1AR – Due Process 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Some court racism is inevitable, but absent due process rights discrimination against those given “indefinite parole status” is allowed to run rampant – 
At: Uncertainty 
“Indefinite” doesn’t mean permanent. 
Jackson 15 — D’Erra Jackson, Associate Attorney in Family Law at Andrews, Bongar, Gormley & Clagett—a law firm, 2015 (“All About Alimony in a Maryland Divorce,” Southern Maryland Law—a legal blog, July 31st, Available Online at https://southernmarylandlaw.com/blog/family-law/all-about-alimony-in-a-maryland-divorce/, Accessed 09-14-2018)
Indefinite Alimony
Indefinite does not mean permanent. Just because the Court does not set an end date, doesn’t mean it won’t ever end. Indefinite Alimony can be modified as discussed below. It will also terminate if the spouse receiving alimony re-marries, or if either spouse dies.

It’s not a USCIS term of art. 
Treviño 13 — Tammye Treviño, Administrator of Housing and Community Facilities Programs at the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2013 (“Eligibility of Non-U.S. Citizens for Single Family Housing Guaranteed Loan Program Assistance and the Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements Program,” U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Letter to State Directors of Rural Development, July 24th, Available Online at http://www.ruralhome.org/storage/documents/rd_obligations/rd_docs/an4723.2013july24.noncitizeneligfor502guar.pdf, Accessed 09-13-2018)
The Housing and Community Facilities Programs have entered into an “Interagency Agreement” with the CIS. This agreement enables Housing and Community Facilities Program staff to obtain online immigration status information to assist in determining a non-citizen applicant’s program eligibility. In most cases, SAVE will provide immediate responses concerning the immigration status of an applicant. This program is available to only Housing and Community Facilities Program staff. RD Instruction 1980-D, Section 1980.346(c), limits eligibility for individuals who receive a loan note guarantee under the SFHGLP to those who:
- reside as a citizen in any of the 50 States, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas, Federated States of Micronesia, and the Republics of the Marshall Islands and Palau; or,
- a non-citizen who resides in one of the foregoing areas after being legally admitted to the U.S. for permanent residence or on indefinite parole.
The term “indefinite parole” is no longer a term used by the CIS, formerly known as the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS). Instead, under Section 401 of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) (8 U.S.C. Section 1611) lenders and the Agency must determine whether the applicant for a guaranteed loan is a U.S. citizen, a U.S. noncitizen national, or a “qualified alien.”

By statute, parole can be revoked at any time. 
Harrington 18 — Ben Harrington, Legislative Attorney at the Congressional Research Service, 2018 (“An Overview of Discretionary Reprieves from Removal: Deferred Action, DACA, TPS, and Others,” Congressional Research Service Report Number R45158, April 10th, Available Online at https://fas.org/sgp/crs/homesec/R45158.pdf, Accessed 09-14-2018, p. 17-18)
Parole. The INA authorizes DHS to “parole” inadmissible aliens into the United States, on a case-by-case basis, “for urgent humanitarian reasons or significant public benefit.”142 Paroled aliens are considered unadmitted for purposes of the INA despite their physical presence within the United States.143 Parole offers little formal protection against removal: DHS typically grants parole for a fixed period144 but has discretion to terminate the parole whenever it determines that “neither humanitarian reasons nor public benefit warrants the continued presence of the alien in the United States.”145 Paroled aliens may obtain work authorization146 and do not accrue unlawful presence while the parole remains valid.147 DHS interprets its parole authority to include two types of discretionary grants of parole potentially relevant to aliens present in the United States in violation of the INA:
Parole in place. Although the parole power generally applies to aliens seeking to enter the country, DHS claims the authority to grant parole to aliens who are physically present in the United States following surreptitious entry. 148 DHS calls this exercise of the parole power “parole in place” and, as a matter of policy, appears to reserve it primarily for the immediate relatives of certain members of the U.S. Armed Forces.149 Parole in place removes significant legal obstacles to an unlawfully present alien’s ability to obtain LPR status without leaving the United States, if the alien qualifies for an immigrant visa on an independent basis (such as a qualifying family relationship with a U.S. citizen).150
Advance Parole. Advance parole, another exercise of the executive parole authority directed toward physically present aliens, allows aliens to depart the United States with parole already [end page 17] approved, so as to facilitate their re-entry.151 Upon being paroled back into the country, such aliens receive the same advantages as recipients of parole in place and other parolees (e.g., eligibility for work authorization and a clearer path to adjustment of status).152
Footnotes in this card:
142 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5); see 8 C.F.R. § 212.5 (DHS regulation implementing statutory parole authority and identifying circumstances in which granting parole “would generally be justified”).
143 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5) (“[P]arole . . . shall not be regarded as an admission of the alien . . . .”).
144 See, e.g., Reganit v. Sec'y, Dep't of Homeland Sec., 814 F.3d 1253, 1255 (11th Cir. 2016) (addressing case in which alien was granted parole for one month); Chaudhry v. Holder, 705 F.3d 289, 293 (7th Cir. 2013) (addressing case in which alien was granted parole for one year).
145 8 U.S.C. § 1182(d)(5)(A) (“[W]hen the purposes of such parole shall, in the opinion of the Attorney General, have been served the alien shall forthwith return or be returned to the custody from which he was paroled . . . .”); 8 C.F.R. § 212.5(e)(2)(i) (“[W]hen in the opinion of [specified] officials . . . neither humanitarian reasons nor public benefit warrants the continued presence of the alien in the United States, parole shall be terminated . . . .”); Hassan v. Chertoff, 593 F.3d 785, 789 (9th Cir. 2010) (“The statutory and regulatory provisions governing the grant of parole provide for the revocation of parole when it no longer serves its purpose.”).
146 8 C.F.R. § 274a.12(c)(11) (with narrow exceptions, enabling parolees to apply for employment authorization).
147 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(9)(B)(ii); USCIS AFM, supra note 48, ch. 40.9.2(b)(1) (“An alien does not accrue unlawful presence . . . if he or she has been inspected and paroled into the United States and the parole is still in effect.”).
148 See U.S. Citizenship & Immigration Servs., Policy Memorandum, Parole of Spouses, Children, and Parents of Active Duty Members of the U.S. Armed Forces, at 2 (Nov. 13, 2013) (“Although it is most frequently used to permit an alien who is outside the United States to come into U.S. territory, parole may also be granted to aliens who are already physically present in the U.S. without inspection or admission.”).
149 Id. at 3 (“[P]arole in place is to be granted only sparingly. The fact that the individual is a spouse, child or parent of an Active Duty member of the U.S. Armed Forces, an individual in the Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve or an individual who previously served in the U.S. Armed Forces or the Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve, however, ordinarily weighs heavily in favor of parole in place.”).
150 See 8 U.S.C. § 1255(a) (rendering aliens who were not “inspected and admitted or paroled” ineligible for adjustment of status); see generally, Margaret D. Stock, Parole in Place and Other Immigration Benefits for Military Family Members: An Update, 16-02 IMMIGR. BRIEFINGS 1 (2016).
151 See 8 C.F.R. § 212.5(f) (“Advance authorization. When parole is authorized for an alien who will travel to the United States without a visa, the alien shall be issued an appropriate document authorizing travel.”); Ibragimov v. Gonzales, 476 F.3d 125, 132 (2d Cir. 2007) (“‘Advance parole’ is a practice whereby the government decides in advance of an alien’s arrival that the alien will be paroled into the United States when he arrives at a port-of-entry . . . . Advance parole is not explicitly contemplated by the statute governing parole, but is permitted by 8 C.F.R. § 212.5(f) . . . .”).
152 See 8 U.S.C. § 1255(a); 8 C.F.R. § 274a.12(c)(11).




DACA DA 
1AR – Bipartisanship 
1AR – We Solve 

We solve the impact to the DA – a number of nurses and child care workers will be deported absent the aff 

[bookmark: _Hlk527279429]We solve the impact. 
California et al. 18 — California, represented by Xavier Becerra, Attorney General of California, former Member of the U.S. House of Representatives (D-CA) and Chairman of the House Democratic Caucus, holds a J.D. from Stanford Law School, et al., with the District of Columbia, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Washington, 2018 (“Brief Of Amici States California, District Of Columbia, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont, And Washington In Support Of Plaintiffs’ Motion For Preliminary Injunction,” Ramos v. Nielsen (Case No. 3:18-cv-01554-EMC) – United States District Court for the Northern District of California, August 30th, Available Online at http://www.riag.ri.gov/documents/TPSAmicus.pdf, Accessed 09-05-2018, p. 10-11)
C. Vulnerable Residents Will Suffer from Disruptions in Care Provided by TPS Holders.
Terminating TPS will also disrupt child care facilities, nursing homes, home healthcare companies, and hospitals, many of which rely on TPS holders in their workforce. Almost seven [end page 10] percent of female TPS holders work in child care,46 including 6,100 TPS holders from El Salvador and Haiti alone.47 Children rely on these providers for care and education, and parents require these services to maintain their own employment. Losing child care workers will be disruptive for the children and families they serve and for the economy, especially given how difficult it is for parents to find affordable, trustworthy, and convenient child care.48
TPS terminations will also hurt seniors and people with disabilities. Studies show that 77,400 direct care workers across the country are immigrants from Haiti and El Salvador.49 In Massachusetts alone, nursing facilities employ about 4,300 Haitians.50 If TPS holders can no longer legally work in these jobs, vulnerable residents will lose the services of health care workers with whom they have established trusting relationships. This loss of care could cause a serious deterioration in their physical and mental health. Moreover, it may prove difficult for employers to fill the positions TPS holders are forced to leave. Workers in direct care fields generally receive low wages and no or minimal benefits, and the work is physically and emotionally demanding. As a result, turnover in the industry is high. In Massachusetts, one in seven certified nursing assistant positions is vacant, leaving a shortage of 3,000 workers.51 Making matters worse, the demand for direct care assistance is increasing with a growing elderly population.52 If home care positions go unfilled, patients who would otherwise be able to stay in [end page 11] their homes may be forced to move to nursing facilities, incurring higher costs for them and the Amici States and, in many cases, significantly decreasing patients’ quality of life.53
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Populism DA 
Midterms won’t stop the populist movement — they die out over time. 
Fisher 18 — Marc Fisher, senior editor of the Washington Post, won the Pulitzer Prize for National Reporting in 2016, former Ferris Professor of Journalism at Princeton University, 2018 ("Counting the days till Trumpism ends? You’ll run out of fingers," Washington Post, June 22nd, Available Online at https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/counting-the-days-till-trumpism-ends-youll-run-out-of-fingers/2018/06/22/b8745086-6502-11e8-99d2-0d678ec08c2f_story.html?utm_term=.de4dbf1f8b63, Accessed 09-06-2018)
President Trump remains as polarizing a figure as ever — a paragon of possibility for his supporters and the leader of an anti-democratic demolition crew to his detractors. But any blue wave approaching the shores of power this fall is likely to be modest in size, and the populist fever that swept Trump to office is still quite a ways from breaking.



In the United States and other Western democracies, populist uprisings, even when they seem to come from nowhere, usually turn out to have been a long time brewing. Trumpism, in many ways, is the ultimate expression of a frustration that had been growing among Americans, from Barry Goldwater and Eugene McCarthy in the 1960s to Pat Buchanan and Ross Perot in the 1980s and ’90s and on to the historic election of Barack Obama in 2008.
And just as they emerge over a long stretch of time, populist movements also dissipate slowly. They die not simply because of corruption investigations, dogged news coverage or bad behavior by the movements’ leaders. Rather, there seems to be a natural process, a pattern of political change that transcends personalities and places. Even when leaders of such movements prove to be less effective or attractive than they seemed at first blush, the political and economic forces that brought them to power tend to protect the movements longer than their opponents might expect. Abroad and at home, populist movements end when the ideas that fueled them are absorbed into mainstream institutions or when the conditions that sparked their outburst are elementally altered.
For years, outsiders argued that Italian populist leader Silvio Berlusconi could not survive atop his country’s notoriously volatile government for long. After all, although Berlusconi was a master of media messaging who was allergic to ideology and had a knack for mirroring the passions of the people — sound familiar? — he was also a bully who favored his own business interests and was constantly fighting off investigations of corruption and sexual impropriety.
But Berlusconi lasted 17 years as Italy’s dominant political figure before he was forced to resign as prime minister in 2011. The public grew weary of his show — the scandals, the media circus, the sordid indignities of his personal life. Yet even after the man was out of office, his message continued to resonate in Italian politics. His skepticism of globalization and his anti-immigration rhetoric, for example, remain at the core of the country’s populist movement.
Similarly, in Austria, Joerg Haider rose from the political fringe to become the country’s most important postwar right-wing populist figure, even as he fought off a steady stream of investigations into money laundering, embezzlement and other corruption allegations. Haider died in 2008 having effectively broken his country’s major parties, reshaping Austria’s political landscape and establishing an anti-immigrant nationalism as an enduring, animating force in politics.
In the United States, the history of populist uprisings is a story that, over and over, ends with absorption and co-option. The socialist movement of the early 20th century never captured the White House, but the ideas that Norman Thomas and other socialist leaders pushed in a time of stark economic inequality became essential parts of Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal: Social Security, unemployment benefits, jobs programs.
Half a century later, on the other side of the ideological spectrum, Ronald Reagan similarly adopted positions first staked out by the harshly conservative and deeply unpopular Goldwater. Goldwater’s 1964 presidential campaign made a classic populist appeal aimed at what he called a “hidden majority” of frustrated Americans, promising to slash regulations and taxes, reduce government’s role, and leave civil rights questions to the states. Goldwater suffered a historically lopsided loss, but 16 years later, Reagan rode many of those ideas to a big victory.
And that, argues three-time populist presidential candidate Pat Buchanan, is how populist movements both end and succeed. When someone comes along to “capture those ideas and ride them to power,” the populist movement fizzles because it’s no longer necessary — the people have, in a sense, been heard, said Buchanan, who sought the White House from 1992 to 2000. “The populists are the canary in the mine. They do not survive,” he said. “But their ideas do. FDR and Reagan knew how to seize on those ideas and make them palatable to a majority. Today’s establishment doesn’t seem to know how to do that.”
Of course, Roosevelt and Reagan didn’t adopt populist ideas or methods whole-hog. They adapted the issues and tapped into the emotions that drove the movements, all in a way that they expertly fit into the institutions that bind American society.
Kathy Cramer, author of “The Politics of Resentment,” has spent countless hours with Trump supporters in Wisconsin, exploring the edges of their political decisions. “We shouldn’t expect people who voted for Trump to say, ‘Yeah, you’re right, I made a mistake,’ ” she said. “So often, they preface their support of him with, ‘Well, I wish he didn’t behave like that.’ They don’t love him. But I don’t see signs of embarrassment. They see the investigation and the news media as conspiring against Trump. They still want respect, to be heard, to not be looked down on.”
The endgame Cramer imagines is the emergence of a Republican “who gives people a way to shift from Trump in a way that allows them to save face. They do eventually want something to turn toward, and I don’t see what that is. I sure don’t see what the Democratic Party is offering as an alternative.”


