2NC Semis
Parole

2NC AT PDB
The perm links to the net benefit – we’ve read disads to congressional action while the counterplan is executive

Doesn’t shield the link – 
1) Dual action takes out solvency and links to the net benefits
Hamilton 03 (Testimony of the Honorable Lee H. Hamilton  Before the Select Committee on Homeland Security, Subcommittee on Rules September 9, 2003, RKim
Third, Congress needs to simplify the process of oversight.   Overlapping jurisdiction sows confusion in the executive branch. If there is no Standing Committee on Homeland Security, then DHS officials will spend excessive time testifying in front of multiple committees with oversight and jurisdictional responsibilities.   Indeed, this has already been the case. DHS officials have been pulled in different directions, and have not testified in front of the Select Committee with the same focus that they would if it had primary legislative and oversight jurisdiction.  Overlapping jurisdiction saps time that DHS officials need to do the important work of implementing DHS’s goals, and denies them the benefit of informed Congressional consultation. It will greatly help and simplify the enormous tasks confronting the Secretary of Homeland Security if he understands clearly the key members of Congress with whom he must consult and work. Congress can make a significant contribution to the implementation of DHS and its policies by simplifying this overlapping committee structure.   4)	Set Priorities and Streamline Budgeting   Fourth, Congress needs a Committee that can assist DHS in setting priorities and streamlining the budget for homeland security.   The primary difficulty of protecting the homeland is setting priorities. There are an infinite number of targets, a wide array of terrorist methods, and a seemingly endless list of areas and entities that demand resources. Congress can help DHS set clear priorities so that the right resources are channeled to the right people at the right time to get the job done.   Multiple committees with jurisdiction and oversight are likely to have different – even conflicting – priorities for DHS agencies. This will complicate an already complicated task. Creating a single committee will have the opposite effect, enabling the House to convey clear, focused priorities for homeland security.   Just as DHS needs focused priorities, homeland security demands a streamlined budgeting process. A fragmented committee structure lends itself to poorly defined priorities and poorly allocated resources. Consolidating the authorization of expenditures for emergency-responders within a Standing Committee will ensure that appropriations are more suited to the prioritized demands of homeland security.   Logic of a Standing Committee  Each of these arguments points to the basic logic of creating a Standing Committee on Homeland Security: homeland security is a matter of the utmost seriousness; homeland security is a long-term issue; homeland security demands that government navigate a complex maze of policy choices in the most efficient manner possible. 

2) Perm causes a divisive floor debate
Cox and Rodríguez, 09 – Adam B. Cox is a Professor of Law, University of Chicago Law School. Cristina M. Rodríguez is a Professor of Law, New York University School of Law.
(“The President and Immigration Law,” 119 Yale L.J. 458, January 1, 2009, https://digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.com/&httpsredir=1&article=4913&context=fss_papers, SRA)
We ultimately do not intend to suggest that these agency problems mean that the Executive should never wield this sort of policymaking power. Such power always will be inherent in the authority to enforce the law, and broad de facto delegation might be good for a number of reasons. As the large literature on delegation shows, shifting power to the executive branch can enable government to respond more quickly to changing needs and public opinion. It can also sometimes help overcome counterproductive legislative deadlock.246 Immigration policy debates, when held at the congressional or national level, can be protracted, heated, and divisive. Plenty of evidence exists to support the conclusion that change in immigration policy at the congressional level comes only after long periods of legislative stasis. In the face of congressional inaction, then, discretion on the part of the Executive to balance public concern over immigrant influxes with pressure from consumers, employers, and the labor market through its enforcement policies may make good policy sense.247

2NC AT PDCP
The perm severs – it’s a voting issue because it makes the aff a moving target which obviates negative prep and clash

The counterplan is temporary and not an admission.
USCIS No Date – USCIS, No Date (“Humanitarian or Significant Public Benefit Parole for Individuals Outside the United States”, USCIS, No Date, Available online at https://www.uscis.gov/humanitarian/humanitarian-or-significant-public-benefit-parole-individuals-outside-united-states, Accessed at 6/24/18, RKim) 
USCIS uses its discretion to authorize parole. Parole allows an individual, who may be inadmissible or otherwise ineligible for admission into the United States, to be paroled into the United States for a temporary period. The Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) allows the secretary of Homeland Security to use their discretion to parole any foreign national applying for admission into the United States temporarily for urgent humanitarian reasons or significant public benefit. (See INA section 212(d)(5)).
An individual who is paroled into the U.S. has not been formally admitted into the United States for purposes of immigration law.

Legal immigration is persons admitted under LPR status – it excludes temporary
Wilcox, 05 – professor of philosophy at San Francisco State University. (Shelley, Feminist Interventions in Ethics and Politics: Feminist Ethics and Social Theory edited by Barbara S. Andrew, Jean Keller, Lisa H. Schwartzman, p. 228 – thanks to JMP
10. Legal immigration, as defined by U.S. immigration law, includes persons who have been admitted under legal permanent resident status. Legal immigrants may remain in the United States permanently under this status unless they relinquish it by living abroad for lengthy periods or by committing a crime that subjects them to de- portation. After five years of residence, permanent residents have the right to petition for naturalized U.S. citizenship. The category of legal immigration excludes noncitizens who are authorized to enter and remain in the United States for short periods of time for the purposes of employment, education, tourism, and commerce without the right to reside permanently or petition for citizenship.

Discretion for parole does not expand eligibility
Softic, 09 – Norah Alaraifi Softic is an immigration attorney with a J.D. from the University of Cincinnati College of Law and a Master’s Degree in Political Science from the University of Massachusetts, Amherst.
(“NO RELIEF UNDER THE INTERIM REGULATIONS: THE PLIGHT OF PAROLED ARRIVING ALIENS IN REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS WHEN APPLYING FOR ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS,” 78 U. Cin. L. Rev. 421, 2009, SRA)
Section 245(a) of the INA describes the general adjustment of status provision for paroled aliens: The status of an alien who was inspected and admitted or paroled into the United States... may be adjusted by the Attorney General, in his discretion and under such regulations as he may prescribe, to that of an alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence if (1) the alien makes an application for such adjustment, (2) the alien is eligible to receive an immigrant visa and is admissible to the United States for permanent residence, and (3) an immigrant visa is immediately available to him at the time his application is filed. 13 More concisely, three elements are required for a paroled alien to apply for adjustment of status under Section 245(a). First, the alien must be inspected and admitted or paroled. Second, the alien must be eligible for an immigrant visa and permanent residency. And third, the visa [*424] must be immediately available upon applying for the application. While the general adjustment of status provision gives the AG the authority to grant applications "in his discretion and under such regulations as he may prescribe," this provision does not mention that the AG has the authority to control eligibility for adjustment of status. 14

Parole is not immigration status
Basco, 09 – Kenneth Basco, Judge Advocate, U.S. Army, J.D., 2000, University of Colorado Law School.
(“Don’t worry, we’ll take care of you: Immigration of Local Nationals Assisting the United States in Overseas Contingency Operations,” Judge Advocate General's School, October 1, 2009, SRA)
Parole Generally Parole is the discretionary authority of the Attorney General to allow an individual to enter the United States. (47) Although parole may enable an individual to enter the United States, parole does not confer any immigration status on the individual. (48) Parole simply provides physical entry into the United States for a fixed period of time. (49) When parole is no longer necessary or when the fixed period of time has expired, the parolee is expected to return to his home country. (50) Furthermore, parole is expressly not intended to serve as a way to bypass the normal refugee resettlement process. An alien cannot be paroled into the United States unless "compelling reasons in the public interest with respect to that particular alien require that the alien be paroled into the United States rather than be admitted as a refugee." (51)

2NC AT Liminal Status
Parole and the announcement guarantees that immigrants feel that they are given a quality legal status

Legal liminality solves – provides legal rights and work permits without citizenship
Cebulko 04 – Associate Professor of Sociology and Global Studies at Providence College. (Kara, “DOCUMENTED, UNDOCUMENTED, AND LIMINALLY LEGAL: Legal Status During the Transition to Adulthood for 1.5-Generation Brazilian Immigrants,” The Sociological Quarterly, 2014, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/tsq.12045) //S.He
This article deconstructs the “illegal–legal” binary that characterizes much immigration scholarship. Using in-depth interviews with 42 1.5-generation Brazilian immigrants in young adulthood, I find that respondents discuss a distinct hierarchy with four categories of legal membership—undocumented, liminal legality, lawful permanent resident (LPR), and citizen— that affect their daily lives and incorporation. Liminally legal and LPR statuses in particular challenge this illegal–legal dichotomy. Liminal legality is an “in-between” status in which immigrants possess social security numbers and work permits but have no guarantee of eventual citizenship. Without opportunities to regularize their status, both undocumented and liminally legal young adults face increased vulnerabilities to poverty and social exclusion. Liminally legal youth, however, are in better positions than their undocumented peers during early adulthood because of state-delimited rights associated with their legal status.

They get state benefits – those solve
Jessica M. Vaughan - 4-23-15 – director of policy studies at the Center for Immigration Studies. Testifying for Committee on the Judiciary, US Senate (“Eroding The Law And Diverting Taxpayer Resources: An Examination Of The Administration's Central American Minors Refugee/Parole Program” to download the testimony-- https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/meetings/eroding-the-law-and-diverting-taxpayer-resources-an-examination-of-the-administrations-central-american-minors-refugee/parole-program) mba-alb
Regardless of the amount of federal agency support services, many states and localities consider those who enter on a grant of parole to be lawfully present, and thus they can receive a variety of welfare benefits (and some states allow all residents to receive benefits regardless of immigration status).

The Accardi rule ensures genuine self-enforcement and shields parole from external interference
Magill, 09 – the Richard E. Lang Professor of Law and Dean of Stanford Law School. (Elizabeth, “Agency Self-Regulation,” George Washington Law Review, Vol 77, 6-8-2009, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1416287) //S.He
There are advantages to formalizing the agency policy in a self-regulatory measure. Some of those advantages are internal. The process of actually articulating the practice in writing may clarify the contours of the agency policy. Some ambiguities that do not arise as the policy is followed as a matter of practice may come to the surface and be resolved when the agency decisionmakers anticipate the widest range of possible circumstances. Articulating the policy formally may also satisfy an internal need of certain bureaucrats by providing them with an explanation for their decisions. The bureaucrats and bureaucracies described in the tradition that starts with Max Weber—neutral, impersonal, expert—would prefer to enforce rules written down to an amorphous set of informal practices.110 Formalizing the policy also provides external benefits. Although close observers of the agency will have known the earlier practice, a rule would publicize the policy in a broader way. More importantly, formalizing the policy evidences more commitment by the agency to the stability of the policy. If the agency, for instance, chooses to promulgate the self-regulatory measure in a legislative rule, it is opting into judicial enforcement of the rule against the agency in the future and such commitment may induce desired reliance by external actors.111 It is not all up side, of course. Articulating the policy in writing requires information, and information is costly to acquire. The transparent nature of self-regulatory rules has a down-side as well. It calls attention to the policy, which increases the risk of a decisive objection from political principals or agency stakeholders. Sometimes flying below that radar is better. Nevertheless, sometimes an agency will prefer (public) self-constraint to greater freedom. C. Entrenching Agency Policy Choice into the Future At a snapshot in time, then, an agency may choose to formalize limits on its own discretion for a variety of internal and external reasons. But another reason to adopt self-regulatory measures is to attempt to control policy choice in the future.112 The attempt to entrench policy into a future administration is familiar from so-called “midnight” regulations.113 Self-regulatory measures are another way to entrench horizontally across time. An agency might embrace a particular enforcement strategy and formalize that approach in a legislative rule in order to impose the highest costs possible if and when a future agency wants to change the rule. An agency could also entrench policy by adjusting procedure in such a way that change in the future would be difficult. A self-regulatory measure might create a process that involves so many key actors that the status quo bias would be great because it takes so many to agree to change policies or because the specific actors empowered under the regime will predictably hold particular views. Whatever strategy is used, the agency’s ability to entrench its policy choice is facilitated by the Accardi principle, and the strength of the entrenchment will depend on the cost of undoing the policy in the future.114 D. Protecting Agency Autonomy Today Agencies may anticipate hostile political principals in the future, and, as just discussed, they may try to make it difficult for those asyet-unknown principals to change agency policy. But an agency may also wish to protect its policy choice from interference by today’s political principals. An agency can do so as a result of the same principle that allows it to entrench policy choice in the future. It can rely on the Accardi principle—that it must follow its own rules—to its advantage. If an agency has adopted a rule that sets forth limits on its discretion, a political principal cannot pressure the agency to act inconsistently with that rule.115 Imagine an agency rule that dictates that the agency grant licenses under certain conditions. Even if the President would like the agency to exercise its discretion in another way, the Accardi principle requires the agency to follow its rule.116 The same holds true for political pressure from Congress. Short of a statutory amendment, there is much that members of Congress can do to pressure an agency to act as the Members of Congress wish. In the face of threats from key appropriators to act in a way that is inconsistent with the self-regulatory rule, for instance, an agency must follow its rule. 
2NC AT Families
Framing issue for the deficit debate – all of their evidence is descriptive of the problems with TPS in the status quo, not what the counterplan’s mandates for parole look like

Solves family separation and provides a host of benefits
Ventura 2016 – Catherine Schroeck  Ventura is a former immigration officer, represented the DHS overseas as a diplomat in Central America and Asia. 
 (“Flight plight: an examination of contemporary humanitarian immigration from Honduras, Cuba, and Syria to the United States with considerations for national security,” https://calhoun.nps.edu/bitstream/handle/10945/48488/16Mar_Ventura_Catherine.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y) 
The Cuban Family Reunification Parole Program began on November 21, 2007, and continues to strive to issue a minimum of 20,000 travel documents each year for Cuban family members in Havana.247 This is the program Juan plans to use to petition for his mother to come to the United States. The Cuban Family Reunification Parole Program would allow his mother expeditious processing without having to make a treacherous journey to the United States or otherwise circumvent immigration laws. Once inside the United States, his mother would be given access to immediate public assistance through the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services’ Cuban–Haitian Entrant Program. This program matches new Cuban refugees with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to help the Cuban immigrants apply for all needed services. Cuban parolees are given access to all basic necessities such as housing, a food allowance, social security, public schools, employment training, and medical care.248

Abrego and Lakhani don’t apply – the card is not specific to parole status because it’s only about a case study of EAD


2NC AT Uncertainty
No impact to uncertainty
1) It’s the status quo – there are long waitlists and legal hoops for immigrants right now – if they can’t describe a threshold for uncertainty, default negative
2) 1NC Benach indicates that parole has solid legal ground and an empirical basis of success with immigrants

Announcements and set guidelines create predictability for immigrants and employers
Rodriguez, 10 – Cristina M. Rodríguez, Professor of Law, NYU School of Law, Henry E. Stimson Visiting Professor of Law, Harvard Law School.
(“FORTIETH ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE LAW ISSUE: IMMIGRATION LAW AND ADJUDICATION: CONSTRAINT THROUGH DELEGATION: THE CASE OF EXECUTIVE CONTROL OVER IMMIGRATION POLICY,” 59 Duke L.J. 1787, 2010, https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1470&context=dlj, SRA)
Finally, the newly created agency must be required to set visa numbers by a certain date each fiscal year to avoid delay and to ensure predictability for employers and those who intend to immigrate. As a recent empirical study of the use of deadlines in administrative law reveals, deadlines provide Congress with an easy mechanism to ensure compliance, but deadlines might also result in “reductions in quality along the substantive dimension.”140 To be sure, the creation of a deadline would reduce the rigor of the consultation processes discussed above, but over time the agency and relevant committees will become more efficient at the process of review (admittedly raising the possibility that it will become pro forma). In addition, because visas must issue every year, regardless of which branch is responsible for setting the visa numbers, the responsible branch must make decisions quickly, which calls for mechanisms that minimize delay, and the ongoing nature of the visa-setting process provides the agency with opportunity for correction each year if its decisionmaking turns out to be faulty. Alternatives include the statutory default rules discussed at the outset of this Part, or a default rule that the previous year’s numbers set by the agency will control, if the agency fails to act by its deadline. But whereas the former diminishes the agency’s incentives to act, the latter might serve as a useful safeguard to ensure that agency inaction does not bring the labor immigration system to a halt.

Agency rule making solves signal, compliance, and consistency
Magill 9 – (Foreword  Agency Self-Regulation  Elizabeth Magill is the Joseph Weintraub-Bank of America Distinguished Professor of Law, Horace W. Goldsmith Research Professor, University of Virginia School of Law. June2009 Vol. 77 No. 4, RKim)
There are advantages to formalizing the agency policy in a self-  regulatory measure. Some of those advantages are internal. The pro-  cess of actually articulating the practice in writing may clarify the contours of the agency policy. Some ambiguities that do not arise as the  policy is followed as a matter of practice may come to the surface and  be resolved when the agency decisionmakers anticipate the widest  range of possible circumstances. Articulating the policy formally may  also satisfy an internal need of certain bureaucrats by providing them  with an explanation for their decisions. The bureaucrats and bureau-  cracies described in the tradition that starts with Max Weber—neutral,  impersonal, expert—would prefer to enforce rules written down to an  amorphous set of informal practices.110  Formalizing the policy also provides external benefits. Although  close observers of the agency will have known the earlier practice, a  rule would publicize the policy in a broader way. More importantly,  formalizing the policy evidences more commitment by the agency to  the stability of the policy. If the agency, for instance, chooses to pro-  mulgate the self-regulatory measure in a legislative rule, it is opting  into judicial enforcement of the rule against the agency in the future  and such commitment may induce desired reliance by external  actors.111  It is not all up side, of course. Articulating the policy in writing  requires information, and information is costly to acquire. The trans-  parent nature of self-regulatory rules has a down-side as well. It calls  attention to the policy, which increases the risk of a decisive objection  from political principals or agency stakeholders. Sometimes flying be-  low that radar is better. Nevertheless, sometimes an agency will pre-  fer (public) self-constraint to greater freedom.  C. Entrenching Agency Policy Choice into the Future  At a snapshot in time, then, an agency may choose to formalize  limits on its own discretion for a variety of internal and external rea-  sons. But another reason to adopt self-regulatory measures is to at-  tempt to control policy choice in the future.112 The attempt to  entrench policy into a future administration is familiar from so-called  “midnight” regulations.113  Self-regulatory measures are another way to entrench horizon-  tally across time. An agency might embrace a particular enforcement  strategy and formalize that approach in a legislative rule in order to  impose the highest costs possible if and when a future agency wants to  change the rule. An agency could also entrench policy by adjusting  procedure in such a way that change in the future would be difficult.  A self-regulatory measure might create a process that involves so  many key actors that the status quo bias would be great because it  takes so many to agree to change policies or because the specific ac-  tors empowered under the regime will predictably hold particular  views. Whatever strategy is used, the agency’s ability to entrench its  policy choice is facilitated by the Accardi principle, and the strength of  the entrenchment will depend on the cost of undoing the policy in the  future.114  D. Protecting Agency Autonomy Today  Agencies may anticipate hostile political principals in the future,  and, as just discussed, they may try to make it difficult for those as-  yet-unknown principals to change agency policy. But an agency may  also wish to protect its policy choice from interference by today’s po-  litical principals. An agency can do so as a result of the same principle  that allows it to entrench policy choice in the future. It can rely on the  Accardi principle—that it must follow its own rules—to its advantage.  If an agency has adopted a rule that sets forth limits on its discretion, a  political principal cannot pressure the agency to act inconsistently  with that rule.115 Imagine an agency rule that dictates that the agency  grant licenses under certain conditions. Even if the President would  like the agency to exercise its discretion in another way, the Accardi  principle requires the agency to follow its rule.116 The same holds true  for political pressure from Congress. Short of a statutory amendment,  there is much that members of Congress can do to pressure an agency  to act as the Members of Congress wish. In the face of threats from  key appropriators to act in a way that is inconsistent with the self-  regulatory rule, for instance, an agency must follow its rule. 

There’s no impact to uncertainty anyways
John Fritze 12-26-14 – former veteran Baltimore sun reporter, USA today reporter (“Obama actions leave immigrants excited but nervous” http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/maryland/bs-md-immigrants-action-20141223-story.html) mba-alb
When Rosalinda Monsalvo applies to avoid deportation under President Barack Obama's recently announced immigration program, she'll do so knowing she is exactly the kind of person the administration wanted to help. But that doesn't mean the process will be effortless. Coming out of the shadows will require work — and a leap of faith. "I'm scared," said the 31-year-old Baltimore woman, who will turn over her personal information and her fingerprints to the government with little guarantee Obama's plan will survive court challenges or be continued by the next president. Though widely celebrated by immigrants, the executive actions Obama announced in November to offer temporary status to as many as 5 million immigrants in the country illegally are posing challenges that may affect how many people ultimately sign up. Some are concerned about the future of the controversial program. Others may face difficulty documenting that they meet its requirements. Advocates are worried that some may become victims of fraud before they even get the chance to apply. Frustrated by a lack of action in Congress, Obama unveiled a series of unilateral steps on immigration Nov. 20. Undocumented immigrants who are the parents of U.S. citizens will be allowed to defer the threat of deportation for three years and apply for work permits, as long as they meet a host of other requirements including criminal background checks. The administration is also expanding a 2012 program known as Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals that allowed immigrants who entered the country before their 16th birthday to apply for relief. The latest effort will allow those who entered the country by January 2010 to apply, moving the cutoff date from June 2007. While the announcement has been applauded by immigrants — and criticized by Republicans — some note that no one knows what will happen to the immigrants in the program when Obama leaves office in 2017. Elizabeth Keyes, the director of the Immigrant Rights Clinic at the University of Baltimore School of Law, said similar concerns were raised in 2012 when Obama created the program for child immigrants, colloquially known as DACA. "We definitely saw that problem with DACA, people being very nervous," she said. "Most of the people I worked with directly did eventually apply anyway, but they were all nervous and remain slightly nervous because they know it's not as stable a status to have." About 702,000 people have had their applications accepted for review under the program for young arrivals out of roughly 1.1 million who are eligible, according to the Pew Research Center. The Obama administration is attempting to assuage the concerns. U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services Director Leon Rodriguez said recently that his agency will not share applicant information with authorities unless the person has a serious criminal history or poses a threat. Advocates said another requirement that parents applying for deferred status may struggle with is documenting their residency in the country for five years. It's not yet clear what the government will require to prove residency, and guidance is not expected until later this year. "The No. 1 obstacle is going to be proving residency in the country," said George Escobar, director of health and human services with CASA de Maryland, an immigrant advocacy group. CASA has organized information sessions around the state to begin educating potential applicants about the requirements. Escobar spoke to several hundred people gathered at Patterson High School in the Hopkins-Bayview neighborhood recently. Monsalvo attended the session with her daughter. Monsalvo arrived from Mexico 13 years ago, when her daughter was six months old. She has raised a family in Baltimore, hasn't been convicted of a crime and has another daughter who was born in the U.S. While nervous, Monsalvo also appeared excited. Applying, she said, was worth the risk. "It's something that will secure us," she said. "At least for three years we can be not worried." Monica Camacho, a 20-year-old Baltimore resident, agreed. She already has deferred status but said her brothers will likely apply under the new initiative. "It is scary," said Camacho, a student who also volunteers for CASA. "But they're not worried. We've waited so long, and I feel like they know that they have something. So they're just going to risk it and see what happens." The government is not expected to begin taking applications for parents until May. Several lawyers who represent immigrants said they believe the concerns are widely overshadowed by excitement. "People who are coming in to see me are more curious about how to apply rather than risks of applying," said James Montana, an attorney and business manager with Catholic Charities of the Archdiocese of Washington. "I'm not getting a lot of fear," he said. Others noted a concern that's been pervasive in the Hispanic community for years: con artists who pose as lawyers offering to help immigrants navigate regulations — for a fee. The problem, often referred to as "notario fraud," arises from the fact that the Spanish word for "notary" is translated into "lawyer" in some Latin American countries. Advocates said they have already seen advertisements in Spanish-language newspapers in the region encouraging people to pay money to sign up for the new programs now, despite the fact they're not yet available. "There is always the danger that immigrants will become the victims of scams," said Jonelle Ocloo, an attorney in Columbia who chairs the immigration law section of the Maryland State Bar Association. "So in addition to spreading the facts about the executive action," she said, "we also want to warn immigrants to stay clear of scammers."

New denaturalization policy makes uncertainty inevitable 
deGooyer, 18 – [Stephanie, a 2018-19 fellow in the Radcliffe Institute at Harvard University and an assistant professor of English at Willamette University “Why Trump’s Denaturalization Task Force Matters”, (https://www.thenation.com/article/trumps-denaturalization-task-force-matters/)]//MM
In June, US Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) announced that a newly established office would investigate naturalized Americans suspected of lying on their citizenship applications. USCIS director L. Francis Cissna said the probes would target “a few thousand” people, with the aim of revoking citizenship from those who did, in fact, lie. This news stoked fears that President Trump’s already-restrictive immigration rules were taking an authoritarian turn. This week, an early target emerged: According to the Miami Herald, the Department of Justice is suing to strip citizenship from a grandmother in Miami because she did not disclose her minor role in a financial crime in her naturalization application. She immigrated legally, suffers from a rare kidney disease, and even cooperated with the FBI when they investigated the crime. Still, after living and working for decades in the United States, she is facing deportation. There is no denying that the Trump administration’s policies are often racist, cruel, and politically motivated. But investigating fraud isn’t the same thing as expelling entire groups, like when the Nazis denaturalized German Jews en masse in the early 1930s. Nor can this initiative be solely attributed to Trump: An earlier version of the program known as Operation Janus began during the Obama administration, and identified many of the cases the current program will examine. ADVERTISING Still, there is something decidedly unsettling about the timing of the new announcement. Why did the government choose, in the middle of a nationwide outcry over family separations at the border, to declare its interest in a trivial amount of naturalization fraud? To understand what might be going on, we need to put aside the Nazi references and turn to America’s own history. Denaturalization—the legal procedure for revoking and nullifying citizenship—was for decades a relatively common practice in the United States. Unlike totalitarian versions of this policy, which were politically and ethnically defined, denaturalization in America hinged on legal interpretations of fraud: From the use of naturalization as a tool to rig election turnout in the late 19th century, to the current interest in the use of fake names and other falsehoods on citizenship applications. Denaturalization first became a legal possibility in the United States with the passage of the 1906 Nationalization Act. Section 15 of this piece of legislation gave US attorneys the authority to initiate proceedings “for the purpose of setting aside and canceling the certificate of citizenship on the ground of fraud or on the ground that such certificate of citizenship was illegally procured.” The original purpose of the denaturalization clause was to clean up a naturalization process that had been wildly inconsistent across state and federal courts. Once introduced, though, it quickly opened the gates for the interpretation of fraud to support exclusionary and often racist investigations. The 1907 Expatriation Act used the denaturalization clause to rid the populace of certain unwanted individuals who were targeted for their ethnic background, their gender, and their political views. Between 1907 and 1931, the clause was used to strip citizenship from American women who married foreigners. It was also used by the government to target individuals on the basis of their political opinions, which is what happened, most notably, to the anarchist Emma Goldman: Her US citizenship was deemed invalid because her ex-husband, who sponsored her, had not met the full residence requirement before naturalizing himself. Further, the government even used the clause to allow the denaturalization of “un-American” races, specifically Asians. Current Issue View our current issue Subscribe today and Save up to $129. This history, which historian Patrick Weil eloquently narrates in his 2012 book, The Sovereign Citizen, shows us that denaturalization fraud was for decades at the center of racist and xenophobic immigration policy in the United States. However, in the early 1940s, the Supreme Court began to issue decisions to protect naturalized citizens, culminating in a landmark 1967 decision, Afroyim v. Rusk, that ruled that all American citizens, whether native-born or naturalized, could not be deprived of their citizenship involuntarily. This decision does not mean that today naturalized citizens can never lose their citizenship. A naturalized citizen of the United States can be denaturalized on the grounds that they falsify or conceal relevant facts, refuse to testify before Congress, are proven a member of subversive organization (such as the Nazi Party or Al Qaeda), or because of a dishonorable discharge. As recently as last year, an Indian immigrant named Baljinder Singh was stripped of his US citizenship because he used a false name to apply for naturalization while he was wanted for deportation. And though litigation is pending, the Associated Press just reported the discharge of approximately 40 immigrants from the army—dismissals that could affect their attempts to become citizens down the line. It remains to be seen to what extent the government will be able to substantially expand what counts as naturalization fraud, and how the courts will handle the issue. Last June, in Maslenjak v. The United States, the Supreme Court heard the case of an ethnic Serbian woman who fled Bosnia for the United States during the Balkan wars in 1998. The government argued that Maslenjak could be denaturalized because she lied on her citizenship application about her husband’s involvement in the Bosnian army; Maslenjak countered that she had indeed lied, but that the lie was immaterial and had no bearing on the decision related to her naturalization. In a 9-0 decision, the Court supported her argument, sending the case back down for resolution in a lower federal court. “Under the Government’s reading,” wrote Justice Elena Kagan, “a lie told in the naturalization process—even out of embarrassment, fear, or a desire for privacy—would always provide a basis for rescinding citizenship. The Government could thus take away on one day what it was required to give the day before.” Support Progressive Journalism If you like this article, please give today to help fund The Nation’s work. In our unsettled times, Americans are right to instinctively worry about the government’s task force on denaturalization fraud. For now, though, the law is on the side of the immigrants, so the government is unlikely to win denaturalization cases in the courts; even a more conservative Supreme Court, after the replacement of Justice Kennedy, is unlikely to change this calculus. What we should worry about immediately is what sort of message the government is sending. Even if USCIS’s new office closes up shop after handling a few thousand cases of clear-cut lying, cheating, and fraud, the threat of denaturalization now hangs over the heads of America’s immigrant population, and its effects will be far-reaching and long-standing. This is precisely why the government made its announcement in the middle of a public outcry over immigration policy: to ratchet up fear as an indirect means of border control. Fear, unlike a border wall or the travel ban, is inexpensive, and does not have to be passed through Congress or the courts. Fear also threads through people fast, and spreads quickly, especially online. After the immigration agency’s announcement, many naturalized citizens were left questioning the validity of an immigration status they assumed would always be safe. Many others, afraid of being targeted or tripped up in a lie, may now never pursue naturalization at all, even if they are eligible. This is why comparisons to the Third Reich fall short. Not only do they belie America’s own history with denaturalization, they also let fear control the behavior of naturalized Americans—and future citizens, too. Americans, regardless of where they were born, should remember that their citizenship cannot be revoked on a dime. The real lie is that they were ever made to feel otherwise. 

Whether immigrants are admitted is up to the sole discretion of the USCIS – durable fiat doesn’t solve because it isn’t a question of backlogs or eligibility requirements – they will find arbitrary loopholes to deny applicants. 
Tran et. al, 18 – [Andrew Ba Tran & Abigail Hauslohner, Staff-writers & The Washington Post, “Legal immigration also declining under Trump administration”, (https://www.pressherald.com/2018/07/02/legal-immigration-also-declining-under-trump-administration/)]//MM
***specific for Translators, Refugees, & Family-Based Visas
But the Trump administration has managed to effect significant changes in immigration without Congress, in part by relying on administrative guidance handed down to consular officials to change the way immigrant visas are considered and processed, administration officials and outside experts said. The result is a shift in the legal immigration process in line with the vision of Miller, the adviser who officials say sits at the helm of immigration policy decisions. “Miller sees consular officers as the tip of the spear in his effort to control who is getting into the country,” said one high-ranking national security official who spoke on the condition of anonymity because the official is not authorized to speak to the media. “He sees it as a generational thing, like he has to retrain them.” Under the previous administration, case officers at U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) processed immigrant visa applications with “a culture of getting to ‘yes,’ ” said another high-ranking administration official familiar with immigration policy deliberations. Now those officers, along with consular officers at the State Department, feel empowered to exercise their own discretion, take more time scrutinizing each applicant and more strictly enforce existing laws on inadmissibility, the official said. The longer vetting process results in fewer approved applications per month. “If you’re empowering people to spend more time vetting an application, and you’re not having a culture of getting to ‘yes’ but having a culture of make the right decision, it’s axiomatic that you will not be able to process applications for immigration benefits at the same speed,” the official said. Advertisement In a March report, analysts at the Migration Policy Institute, a liberal think tank, noted that these bureaucratic changes have “gone largely unnoticed.” “Without need for congressional approval, the administration has initiated several small but well-calibrated actions through regulations, administrative guidelines, and immigration application processing changes,” the report stated. Amendments to the State Department’s Foreign Affairs Manual in January expanded the burden of proof for visa applicants to show that they will not become “a public charge,” which is grounds for denial. Immigration analysts who have reviewed leaked policy drafts expect the administration to publish new rules soon to expand further the terms of inadmissibility. “It’s intended to have an effect on the numbers,” said Doris Meissner, a former commissioner of the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service and now a senior fellow at the Migration Policy Institute. “It’s intended to put more rigor into the visa issuance process. But almost by definition, that’s going to likely result in more denials.” — The largest decline in approvals is occurring in the family-based visas that allow U.S. citizens and legal residents to sponsor the immigration of relatives to the United States – what Trump has labeled “chain migration.” Special immigrant visas that are predominantly reserved for the Iraqis and Afghans who served the U.S. government in war zones also have been reduced significantly. Advertisement Margaret Wong, an Ohio-based immigration attorney with offices across the country, said her practice has experienced an increase in family-based immigrant visa applications since Trump took office. More people are applying out of fear that the administration will soon eliminate those types of visas, she said. But immigration attorneys are having less success getting the applications approved. Applicants are “facing arbitrary questions that are really difficult for them to answer, and then they’re getting denials for things that attorneys have never seen before,” said Kristie De Peña, director of immigration and senior counsel at the Niskanen Center, an immigrant advocacy group. “We’re hearing that pretty much across the board from all the attorneys that practice with us.” There have been similar trends in other immigrant categories. Refugee arrivals are on track to fall by 75 percent from 2016 levels, according to federal data. With just three months before the end of the fiscal year,the United States is only a third of the way to its refugee cap for Africa and Latin America and less than half of the way to its cap for Asia. But it has surpassed the smaller cap set for European refugees, said analysts at the Niskanen Center. Trump has consistently emphasized his intention to transform the U.S. immigration system into one based on “merit” rather than family ties, preferring those with desired skills and financial resources who also speak English. In his State of the Union address, Trump said he planned to accomplish this in part by eliminating a vast subset of family-based visas, along with the diversity visa lottery, which provides about 50,000 immigrant visas to underrepresented nationalities each year.


2NC Defense of Indefinite
Parole can be indefinite
Ventura 16
(Catherine Schroeck, Immigration Officer, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, MASTER OF ARTS IN SECURITY STUDIES (HOMELAND SECURITY AND DEFENSE) from the NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL. “Flight plight: an examination of contemporary humanitarian immigration from Honduras, Cuba, and Syria to the United States with considerations for national security, Calhoun: The NPS Institutional Archive, 3/16” https://calhoun.nps.edu/bitstream/handle/10945/48488/16Mar_Ventura_Catherine.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y//ER)
Deferred action and humanitarian parole are potential options for all humanitarian migrants, minors or otherwise. Deferred action simply means that the United States authorizes a discretionary suspension of its authority to act (usually to deport someone). A formalized Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals Program was introduced through an executive action by President Obama and formally announced by the Secretary of Homeland Security on June 15, 2012.130 The program was intended to provide an organized and expeditious manner for a specific population (in this case minors who were brought to the United States at a young age and remain in an unlawful status) to access the existing deferred action law to request temporary relief from deportation and employment authorization. To qualify under the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals Program, immigrants must meet the following criteria: 1. Were under the age of 31 as of June 15, 2012 2. Came to the United States before reaching their 16th birthday 3. Have continuously resided in the United States since June 15, 2007, up to the present time 4. Were physically present in the United States on June 15, 2012, and at the time of making the request for consideration with United States Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) 5. Had no lawful status on June 15, 2012 6. Are currently in school, have graduated or obtained a certificate of completion from high school, have obtained a general education development (GED) certificate, or are an honorably discharged veteran of the Coast Guard or Armed Forces of the United States 7. Have not been convicted of a felony, significant misdemeanor, or three or more other misdemeanors, and do not otherwise pose a threat to national security or public safety131 When the Obama Administration announced that the program would be expanded to include the parents of U.S. citizens and Lawful Permanent Residents, many believed that the program was overstepping the boundaries of the law and represented a type of massive amnesty.132 As a result, on December 3, 2014, 26 states filed an injunction against the federal government to stop President Obama’s executive action meant to expand the program.133 The injunction was upheld by a federal court of appeals on November 9, 2015.134 This decision means that no further expansion can be pursued. In the Honduran fictional scenario, the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals Program would be eliminated from further consideration because Nestor just arrived in the United States and would therefore not meet the basic residence requirement. Humanitarian parole can be found under Section 212(d)(5)(A) of the Immigration and Nationality Act. It is a rather vague section of law that allows a person to enter the United States for humanitarian reasons or for a significant public benefit.135 The law for humanitarian parole is not specific and has purposely been left open for interpretation and discretion. There is one general humanitarian parole program that anyone can apply for, and there are different programs for different countries and populations that all exist based on interpretations of the same humanitarian parole law. Some of these programs are discussed in greater detail in Chapter III, on Cuba. For now, this review focuses on the humanitarian parole program that can specifically assist immigrants from Honduras. A parole is different from a visa. Parole classification does not carry the same rules, restrictions, or time limits as a visa. A parole allows someone with humanitarian need to be admitted into the United States for one year at a time, for an indefinite period of time, as long as the need exists.136 Humanitarian parole also allows the recipient to be authorized for lawful employment in the United States. However, humanitarian parole is a temporary immigration category that does not lead to Lawful Permanent Residence or U.S. citizenship. Anyone can apply for general consideration of a humanitarian parole. It is not to be used to bypass other visa options, but if a person has no other options, a humanitarian parole can be issued at the discretion of the Department of Homeland Security, as long as the applicant demonstrates significant humanitarian need.137

Multiple categories of parole exist including indefinite
CDC 90
(Center For Disease Control, “Tuberculosis Among Foreign-Born Persons Entering the United States -- Recommendations of the Advisory Committee for Elimination of Tuberculosis, Recommendations and Reports, 12/28/90” https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/00001958.htm//ER)
Parolee: An alien, appearing to be inadmissible to the inspecting officer, allowed to enter the United States under emergency (humanitarian) conditions or when that alien's entry is determined to be in the public interest. Parole does not constitute formal admission to the United States and confers temporary admission status only, requiring parolees to leave when the conditions supporting their parole cease to exist. Definitions of parolees include: Indefinite parolee--Parole is usually set for a specified period of time according to the conditions of parole. In some cases, as conditions warrant, the period of parole is specified as indefinite. Deferred inspection--Parole may be granted to an alien who appears not to be clearly admissible to the inspecting officer. An appointment will be made for the alien's appearance at another Service Office where more information is available and the inspection can be completed. Medical and legal parolee--Parole may be granted to an alien who has a serious medical condition which would make detention or return inappropriate or who is to serve as a witness in legal proceedings or is subject to prosecution in the United States.

The DHS and USCIS agree
DHS 2016
(U.S. Department of Homeland Security and US Citizenship and Immigration Services, “Guide to Understanding SAVE Verification Responses, Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements, 5/16, most updated version” https://save.uscis.gov/web/media/resourcesContents/SAVE_GuideToUnderstandingSAVEVerificationResponses.pdf//ER)
PAROLEE – INDEFINITE: A noncitizen/non-national who has been allowed into the United States under emergency conditions or when his or her parole has been determined to be in the public interest. The term “Indefinite” denotes that there is no specified time limit placed on the individual’s parole into the United States. Usually documented with a Form I-94 (including electronic printout from CBP website), foreign passport or EAD. Note that, unlike initial verification, the COA code will not be provided at this step when the individual is a Parolee.

Parole has been indefinite and gives federal assistances
Martin 82
(David A., Assistant Professor of Law at the University of Virginia, Has worked as a special assistant to the secretary for human rights and humanitarian affiars at the Department of State. “The Refugee Act of 1980: Its Past and Future, Michigan Journal of International Law, Vol. 3, Issue 1, 1982” https://repository.law.umich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1863&context=mjil//ER)
The temporary parole referred to in the text should be distinguished from the special indefinite parole granted to "Cuban-Haitian entrants," the participants in the massive influx of 1980, pending legislation authorizing ultimate permanent residence. See Bureau of Public Affairs, Dep't of State, Cuban-Haitian Arrivals in the U.S., Current Policy No. 193 (1980). The latter parole has been interpreted to render such entrants eligible for federally funded assistance, see OFnCE OF THE U.S. COORDINATOR FOR REFUGEE AFFAIRS, REFUGEE REsETLEMENT RESOURCE BOOK 291-92 (October 1, 1980), but the interpretation is limited to the specifics of that particular parole and probably does not make other asylum applicants eligible. Congress later included in the Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-422, 94 Stat. 1799 (1980) specific authorization for federal assistance to Cuban-Haitian entrants, without, however, any other clarification of these persons' immigration status.

2NC AT LNB
1) Congress benefits from executive action – gains political points
Cox and Rodríguez, 09 – Adam B. Cox is a Professor of Law, University of Chicago Law School. Cristina M. Rodríguez is a Professor of Law, New York University School of Law.
(“The President and Immigration Law,” 119 Yale L.J. 458, January 1, 2009, https://digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.com/&httpsredir=1&article=4913&context=fss_papers, SRA)
At the same time, it is also possible that the changes over time in the relationship between Congress and the Executive have been the product of political dynamics not unique to immigration law. It could be, much as William Stuntz has suggested of the growth in criminal law, that Congress has intentionally delegated increasing amounts of immigration authority to executive officials for political reasons. Congress might accrue political benefits from making immigration law on the books ever harsher and bear few of the political costs associated with immigration enforcement efforts that portions of the public might see as excessive (perhaps, as in Stuntz’s story, because the public blames the Executive for these enforcement efforts). Were such an account true, immigration law would involve a sort of one-way ratchet of ever- widening deportability for noncitizens.238
2) The executive has enormous control over immigration that won’t be challenged
Rosenblum 17 – Marc Rosenblum, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of New Orleans, 2017 (“Congress, the President, and the INS: Who’s in Charge of U.S. Immigration Policy?”, December 19th, Available online at https://www.researchgate.net/publication/228504338_Congress_the_President_and_the_INS_Who's_in_Charge_of_US_Immigration_Policy, Accessed at 6/30/18, RKim) 
The president, in contrast, appears far more concerned with immigration as a foreign policy issue than the immigration literature recognizes.11 As a Deputy Assistant Secretary of State explained, “obviously, everything we do on immigration policy has enormous international consequences, and that is always taken into account.” Importantly, this view was not limited to the State Department. One Labor Department official, for example, claimed to be approached “every week” by sending-state representatives seeking favorable guest-worker legislation or regulatory provisions. Nonetheless, other agencies are less concerned that State, with different agencies primarily seeking to serve their issue area constituencies (i.e., Justice is enforcement oriented, Commerce supports business demands, etc.). As a result, how agency preferences are aggregated determines an administration’s position. This balancing act occurs within the Office of Management and Budget on low priority issues, or within special immigration task forces or working groups when the president chooses to focus on immigration policy. Under Clinton, key immigration decisions from 1996 forward flowed through a high-level working group headed by Deputy White House Chief of Staff Maria Echaveste. Inter-agency task forces also managed administration positions under Carter and Reagan during 1977-1978 and 1981-2. Respondents also confirmed my expectation that the president has more influence over immigration enforcement than Congress. Congress faces at least three fundamental obstacles to effective immigration oversight. First, because immigration policy is widely recognized as difficult to implement successfully (regardless of presidential intentions) and because immigration offers little in the way of benefits to constituents,12 immigration subcommittees are the least popular assignment for members of the Judiciary Committees, and are always the last positions allocated (Frysman 1999, Hrvatin 1999, and Simpson 1999). As a result, immigration subcommittees develop relatively little expertise and are disinclined to invest heavily in oversight. Second, the executive branch has an enormous advantage over Congress in terms of resources, an advantage not limited to the immigration issue area. As a congressional staff director explained: “The problem is that the executive is such a large place, that the executive can write regulations—formal and informal—and Congress very often isn’t even aware of this stuff. . . . There’s no way in God’s creation that Congress—staffed as it is—will be able to do real time oversight. Congress just runs out of people” (Colvin 1999). The third obstacle Congress faces, as Colvin and others also explained, is that “even when Congress figures out that bad regulations have been passed, the only way Congress can respond is with a law, and its hard to get enough support to pass new laws.” Lawyers at the INS agreed: “If they don’t like how we’re interpreting a statute, they’ll try to amend it; but unless its at a time when there’s a lot of public interest in immigration and a lot of attention on the Hill, then that won’t happen” (Whitney 1999). On the other side, through his appointment powers, his ability to resolved inter-agency conflicts, and the right of residual control, the president was reported to have enormous influence over agencies’ overall philosophies and over specific regulatory issues. Members of both branches believe that the president has substantial control over the immigration bureaucracy. A former INS consul who disliked Clinton’s policy goals explained why she left the agency, “I did sense a change when this Commissioner [Doris Meissner] came in. She stated new priorities, said this is what we want to do, and we pretty much had to go along.” Other in the INS also acknowledged that their discretion was limited at the top: “Sometimes the White House says , ‘we’re doing X’ . . ., and we can object if we want, but that’s it; it’s done.”
3) Trump executive order on immigration went entirely unnoticed
Vinik 17 – The Assistant Editor of The Agenda at Politico. (Danny, "138 things Trump did this year while you weren't looking," Agenda, 12-29-2017 https://www.politico.com/agenda/story/2017/12/29/138-trump-policy-changes-2017-000603) //S.He
5. Trump quietly releases another immigration executive order It went almost entirely unnoticed: At 9:20 p.m. on Wednesday, the White House released a new executive order on immigration. Compared to Trump’s past orders on immigration, which have set off national protests and ongoing court cases, this one was minor. It makes a very small change to an Obama-era executive order, removing one section that directed the secretaries of state and homeland security to create a plan so that “80 percent of nonimmigrant visa applicants are interviewed within 3 weeks of receipt of application.” So now, DHS and State can take more time to review nonimmigrant visa applicants. What’s the reasoning for this? Michael Short, a White House spokesperson, said in an email that the change was “a very straightforward step that removes an arbitrary requirement and ensures the State Department has the needed discretion to make real world security determinations.” He explained that the White House didn’t want to set an “arbitrary deadline” for reviewing and vetting visa applicants. For people seeking nonimmigrant visas, which include everything from business travelers to foreign athletes to diplomats, this could mean longer waits as their applications are processed. But to the White House, any additional waits are simply a necessary step to keep the country safe. 

reform tps
condo
2NC Condo
We get conditionality – 
a) Argumentative innovation – having a fallback option incentivizes breaking new strategies and prevents tunnel vision
b) Negative flex – disincentivizes multiple competing strategies in fear of 2AC straight turns
c) Info processing – multiple options force 2AC efficiency and strategy – key to advocacy
d) Ideological flex – only our interp allows reading the K and the counterplan – any alternative creates schisms

They have no offense –
a) Diminishing utility – only certain number of processes and agents to test – cross applications and permutations dis-incentivize 20 condo 
b) 2NR choice – solves abuse
c) Strategy  – aff key warrants check 
d) Err negative – infinite aff prep, first and last speech, competent literature bases on their side

Dispo justifies the worse practices – process counterplans can’t be straight turned
Fairness first – the expectation of a level playing field is the incentive for in-depth research
Reject the argument not the team
citizenship
process cp
Process counterplan theory – 

We meet, we don’t change the process of aff implementation, we use a distinct mechanism

We get process counterplans that compete off topic wording – 

1st – topic wording proves they’re predictable and key to advocacy skills – they should have a defense of “legal immigration”

2nd – key to neg ground and checking new affs

3rd – key to topic literacy – immigration v. naturalization has important implications in debates
Ryan McMaken 17, degree in polisci from the University of Colorado, “Don't Confuse Immigration with Naturalization”, https://mises.org/wire/dont-confuse-immigration-naturalization
As the immigration debate goes on, many commentators continue to sloppily ignore the difference between the concept of naturalization and the phenomenon of immigration. While the two are certainly related, they are also certainly not the same thing. Recognizing this distinction can help us to see the very real differences between naturalization, which is a matter of political privilege, and immigration, which simply results from the exercise of private property rights. Immigration results naturally from allowing persons to exercise their property rights. Naturalization, on the other hand, is a political act.

4th – we don’t result in the aff – they can still weigh it

5th – the devil is in the details for immigration policy – process debates are key
Matthew Spalding 7, Ph.D., Vice President of American Studies, “The Devil Is in the Details”, https://www.heritage.org/commentary/the-devil-the-details
For months, behind closed doors, a handful of Democratic and Republican staffers, along with a few senators and principals from the administration, have been writing a "comprehensive immigration-reform package." Until Saturday morning, the legislation has been unavailable to any other senators or staff, let alone the media, policy analysts or the general public. I am looking at a copy stamped "DRAFT - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY" and dated May 18, 2007 11:58 P.M. For the sake of open deliberation and public education, the text has been posted on the Heritage Foundation's website. This document is being relied upon by senators and staff as the final language to be debated beginning today, with the expectation of a vote on final passage - without congressional hearings, committee mark-up, fiscal analysis, expert testimony, or public comment - before the end of the week. This legislation would be the largest reform of immigration policy in 40 years, affecting not only our national security and homeland defense but the fiscal, economic, and social future of the United States for several generations. Yet the Senate is about to begin a forced-march to debate and vote on legislation that no one - other than a few staffers who wrote it in secret - has read. This is no way to legislate. The strategy seems to be to hide the legislation for as long as possible, then stage a full-court press to convince the Senate, and the public, that this bill is a good deal. In Saturday's Washington Post, Joel Kaplan, deputy White House chief of staff, says the bill contains provisions that "conservatives have wanted for a long time" and those who "know the most about what the bill does are those who ha"ve been involved in day in, day out discussions of the drafting of the agreement." This is a plea for conservatives to blindly endorse a proposal without reading the details. And, believe me, the devil is in the details. This legislation is long and complicated, with lots of details - and lots of devils. We are pouring through it very closely, but it will take time and effort to discover all of its loopholes and hidden provisions and to comprehend its full implications.

Frame
2NC Frontline
[bookmark: _GoBack]case
2NC Status Quo Solves
The courts have empirically and will continue to halt the administration’s immigration policies – the preliminary injunction buys individuals time and has the potential to become permanent
Lind, 10/4 – Dara Lind is a Senior Reporter at Vox. She has covered immigration in some form for about a decade. Dara was a 2014 fellow with John Jay College's Center for Media, Crime and Justice, and a 2017 reporting fellow with the University of Southern California Center for Health Journalism.
(“Judge blocks Trump’s efforts to end Temporary Protected Status for 300,000 immigrants,” Vox, October 4, 2018, https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2018/10/4/17935926/tps-injunction-chen-news, SRA)
The judicial resistance against the Trump administration’s immigration policy continues. On Wednesday night, a federal judge in California put a hold on the administration’s plans to stop renewing the legal status of 300,000 people living in the US from El Salvador, Haiti, Nicaragua and Sudan. All four countries were set to lose Temporary Protected Status over the next year — meaning that immigrants who’d lived in the US for years and often decades would be forced to leave or risk deportation. The more than 1,000 Sudanese living in the US with TPS, for example, were set to lose their legal status on November 2, 2018 — less than a month from the ruling granting them a reprieve. The ruling is a preliminary injunction — it holds the status quo in place until the courts have issued a final ruling in the case Ramos v. Nielsen, on whether the Trump administration violated the law in ending TPS for these countries. But in Wednesday’s ruling, Judge Edward Chen of the Northern District of California indicated that he’s likely to rule against the administration in his final analysis, too. It’s yet another judicial setback for an administration that has seen most of its signature immigration initiatives — the first and second versions of the travel ban, its attempts to defund “sanctuary cities,” and its efforts to end the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program that protects about 700,000 unauthorized immigrants from deportation — halted by the courts. More specifically, it’s another nationwide injunction against the administration (a practice administration officials and conservative Supreme Court justices are getting increasingly annoyed with) from a judge in the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals (which Trump has painted as a rogue court). At some point, it’s likely that the TPS case will make its way to the Supreme Court, where the administration will likely prevail — if it has appointed a conservative justice by then. In the meantime, the TPS holders who were forced to make plans to leave the country or slink into the shadows after decades in the US now have some hope they’ll be able to stay — but even less certainty about how long that will be. Trump’s U-turn on TPS threatens to uproot hundreds of thousands of longtime US residents The federal government has the power to grant Temporary Protected Status (TPS) for residents of a certain country who are in the US when that country suffers from a disaster. The legal protection allows them to stay and work in the US legally when their home country wouldn’t be safe to return to. TPS can only be granted for six to 18 months at a time; the government is supposed to keep reviewing the conditions in a given country to see if it’s recovered enough to send people back. But before Trump, the government generally kept renewing the designations — especially for countries that weren’t in great shape generally. As a result, 250,000 Salvadorans have been living in the US on TPS since a 2001 earthquake; a few thousand Nicaraguans and Sudanese have had TPS in the US for even longer. Under Trump, though, the administration’s taken a hard line that “temporary means temporary” — and that if a country’s current problems weren’t obviously connected to the original disaster that spurred a TPS designation, it didn’t deserve TPS anymore. Trump’s DHS has ended TPS for seven out of nine countries it’s reviewed. To TPS holders themselves, this has been a tremendous shock creating ripples of anxiety. For activists (often also TPS holders), it’s a sign that the Trump administration is letting Donald Trump’s aversion to immigrants from “shithole countries” (a comment that he made in a discussion about TPS holders) drive its policymaking. Internal government documents obtained in this lawsuit (and a similar lawsuit in Massachusetts) have certainly indicated that decisions on TPS were made from the top down. In one email exchange, top officials pushed career staffers to include more positive facts about life in Haiti, because a negative report about country conditions didn’t gel with the decision to end TPS for it. In another, then-acting Homeland Security Secretary Elaine Duke appears to have shortened the amount of time given to Nicaraguans before losing their TPS from 18 months to 12 — after a last-minute phone call with then-White House Homeland Security Adviser Tom Bossert. The ruling doesn’t say the government made the wrong decision to end TPS for these countries — just that it went about it the wrong way In theory, the decision to end TPS for a given country isn’t subject to judicial review. But Judge Chen has ruled that the courts can say that the process by which DHS makes those decisions can be reviewed, and that it’s supposed to conform to the Administrative Procedure Act (which sets out how the executive branch is supposed to make policy decisions). Wednesday night’s ruling is based in the harm that would be caused to TPS holders being forced to leave the US. TPS beneficiaries thus risk being uprooted from their homes, jobs, careers, and communities. They face removal to countries to which their children and family members may have little or no ties and which may not be safe. Those with U.S.-citizen children will be confronted with the dilemma of either bringing their children with them, giving up their children’s lives in the United States (for many, the only lives they know), or being separated from their children. Compared to that, the government couldn’t maintain that it would be harmed if TPS holders from Sudan (who are supposed to leave by November 2, 2018) were allowed to stay a few extra months. But a preliminary injunction also has to consider the odds that the government will ultimately lose the case — that the preliminary injunction will become permanent. In Chen’s view, the Trump administration’s shift from looking at all conditions in a country when reviewing TPS, to looking only at whether the country was still feeling direct impacts of the original disaster, probably violated the APA’s prohibition on making “silent” policy changes without public notice. (The government contends that it didn’t change the policies around TPS, just the emphases given to various factors.) The more inflammatory claim in the suit is that the decision to end TPS was grounded in Trump’s own racial animus, and therefore unconstitutional. But this ruling didn’t exactly endorse that idea — it just allows that there are “serious questions” that deserve further review.

2NC Trump
The USCIS and immigration courts have the final say and can deny whomever they want – they have absolute discretion as reaffirmed by travel ban case – the plan allows beneficiaries to apply for LPR but does not require they are accepted – they DON’T get to fiat out of this – their solvency evidence only says that they would get the ability to adjust to LPR status.
1) Trump sways political courts – Trump imposes a top-down control on immigration policy – he and Sessions will defy any policy and just enforce their own political agendas 
2) Sessions has required courts are settled in a matter of hours – means can’t see documents that would prove immigrants need LPR

LPR is dead under Trump – the USCIS will deny substantially more visa applications on arbitrary footing even with an increased cap 
Kang, 7/19/18 – [Jennifer, Contributor @ Splinter, “Trump Administration Escalates Attacks on Legal Immigration With Stringent New Visa Rules”, (https://splinternews.com/trump-administration-escalates-attacks-on-legal-immigra-1827724891)]//MM
The Trump administration has made it easier for U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services to immediately deny visa applications if there is missing or inaccurate information. Under the previous guidance, issued in 2013, applicants were given 30 days to fix any issues. The new policy eliminates that grace period. They also won’t be notified in advance that their request might be denied, but will instead be given a final statutory denial. The change will take effect September 11, 2018. The unforgiving new policy, dictated by a memo issued June 13 by USCIS, applies to applications and renewals of both temporary and permanent resident status visas. If their request is denied, immigrants could suddenly face deportation. They will essentially be treated like criminals, who are also placed on fast-track deportation upon conviction. “Under the law, the burden of proof is on an applicant, petitioner, or requestor to establish eligibility - not the other way around,” said USCIS spokesperson Michael Bars in an email to CBS News. The memo emphasizes that the new policy will discourage “frivolous or substantially incomplete” applications. Although the memo claims the policy is “not intended to penalize filers for innocent mistakes,” there’s no doubt this is a new attack on legal immigrants. “It’s just a smokescreen. If every ‘t’ is not crossed, and every ‘i’ is not dotted, they can deny the claim,” California-based immigration attorney David Acalin said, according to CBS News.

They don’t solve the violence the Abregho evidence describes, particularly because the plan voids inadmissibility standards with public charge – these people will be perceived as public charges and harmful to the economy – results in worse social mobility and violence against already marginalized groups
 
2NC Overstretch
USCIS backlogs turn away immigrants and destroy certainty
Edward Alden et al. (Bernard L. Schwartz senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, where his research focuses on issues of U.S. economic competitiveness, including trade and immigration policy. Prior to joining CFR in 2007, he was the Washington bureau chief for the Financial Times. He also served as the FT’s bureau chief in Canada from 1998 to 2000. Previously, he was a senior reporter at the Vancouver Sun specializing in labor and employment issues as well as the managing editor of Inside U.S. Trade, M.A. Political Science, University of California – Berkeley) 2009 “U.S. Immigration Policy” Independent Task Force Report No. 63 https://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Immigration_TFR63.pdf
Although the United States has been unable to control illegal immigration, the legal system of entry is plagued by backlogs and delays, so that many people cannot come to this country in a timely fashion, or end up living here in a prolonged temporary status that provides little certainty for themselves or their families. This is the case both because of statutory restrictions on the number of people allowed to immigrate by country and category each year, and because of unnecessary delays in processing created by inefficiencies in the government and the large volume of immigration-related applications. These delays can drive some of the most talented individuals to other countries, and can force many families into long and painful separations. There is a widespread— and accurate—perception that the immigration system is not working nearly as well as it should be, either for Americans or for many of the immigrants. This country can, and must, do better. The Task Force envisions an America that, recognizing both its rich traditions as an immigrant nation and the many benefits brought by immigration, generously welcomes immigrants through an orderly and efficient legal system. It envisions a nation that enforces sensible and understandable visa and immigration laws that welcome those who wish to visit, study, invest, and work here. It envisions an America that effectively controls and secures its borders, denying entry to those who are not permitted and denying jobs to those who are not authorized to work here. As was apparent in the heated debates that accompanied the congressional effort to overhaul U.S. immigration laws in 2006 and 2007, such a vision will not easily be realized. There are many conflicting interests in immigration policy, and reconciling such differences is likely to be no easier in the future than it has been to date. But the stakes are too high to fail. If the United States continues to mishandle its immigration policy, it will damage one of the vital underpinnings of American prosperity and security, and could condemn the country to a long, slow decline in its status in the world. The Task Force is encouraged by the signals from the Obama administration and Congress that immigration reform will be a top priority. Introduction 7 Legislation is a critical part of improving the immigration system, and Congress has already laid some of the important groundwork. The Task Force believes that the basic logic underlying the 2006 and 2007 efforts at comprehensive immigration reform bills remains sound—there needs to be a grand bargain that addresses three issues. First, there should be legislation that reforms the legal immigration system so that it operates more efficiently, responds more accurately to labor market needs, and enhances U.S. competitiveness. Second, the integrity of the system needs to be restored through an enforcement regime that strongly discourages employers and employees from operating outside that legal system. Finally, there must be a humane and orderly way to allow many of the roughly twelve million migrants currently living illegally in the United States to earn the right to remain here legally. Although legislation is important, no legislative reform will succeed without a commitment to improve significantly the current system for handling legal immigration and enforcing U.S. laws against illegal immigration. Much as the government has recently provided desperately needed resources for improving security at the country’s borders and enforcing immigration laws more effectively, the United States must also invest in building and administering a modern, efficient system to handle legal immigration and temporary visa applications. No enforcement effort will succeed properly unless the legal channels for coming to the United States can be made to work better. The Task Force believes that the U.S. government must invest in creating a working immigration system that alleviates long and counterproductive backlogs and delays, and ensures that whatever laws are enacted by Congress are enforced thoroughly and effectively.

2NC Sessions
Sessions means the aff can’t solve – he is forcing judges to decide too quickly to provide adequate evidence for entry and he is eliminating workshops that help immigrants get in – that’s Lind

Sessions circumvents the plan – he understands and controls the complex legal system surrounding legal immigration
Lind 18 Dara Lind, senior reporter covering immigration at Vox, “Trump made an immigration crackdown a priority. Jeff Sessions made it a reality.,” 5/23/18, https://www.vox.com/2018/5/23/17229464/jeff-sessions-immigration-trump-illegal //KW
If President Trump and all his appointees left office tomorrow, the mark Attorney General Jeff Sessions has left on policy would be the most enduring. While other Cabinet officials have gotten sucked into White House drama or caught in their own venal scandals, Sessions has generally kept his attention on doing his job — even at the cost of his relationship with the president. He’s pulled every available lever to redirect the considerable resources of the Department of Justice (DOJ) to fight the crimes he considers most serious: violent crimes, drug crime, and, most notably, violations of immigration law. The DOJ’s role in the immigration system isn’t widely understood, but it’s crucial. Illegal entry and reentry aren’t just the most commonly prosecuted federal crimes — they make up a majority of all federal convictions. The litigation the DOJ chooses to file can help tilt the balance between state, federal, and local governments as the three try to negotiate who gets to help — or has to help — enforce immigration law. Perhaps most importantly, the part of the deportation process that has so far posed the biggest obstacle to mass deportation — the immigration court system — is under Sessions’s control. Sessions, at heart, is a prosecutor. He understands the complicated and sensitive legal system he currently wields power over as well as anyone — but he understands it as a weapon with which to protect America against people who would do it harm. And while his peers in the Republican Party tried to strike a balance between “good” legal immigrants and “bad” illegal ones, he has always taken a skeptical attitude toward immigrants and immigration, period, believing that the burden of proof ought to be on an immigrant to prove that she deserves to come to or stay in the US, and preferring, always, to keep worthy people out rather than let anyone unworthy in.
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