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Criminal Justice Reform 
Brief Background 
 
Policing 
 
The United States has witnessed a series of high profile cases involving race and police activity.  
The deaths of Eric Garner, Michael Brown, Tamir Rice, Walter Scott, Freddie Gray, Philando Castile, Alton Sterling and too many more exposed a troubling pattern between minority communities and the police forces that serve them. While each death is a tragedy, they were but the tip of the iceberg in a wider problem of a criminal justice in sore need for reform.  
 
There are approximately 18,000 U.S. police agencies—including college campus patrols, sheriffs, local police and federal agents—of which 15,400 are local law enforcement, police and sheriff departments with armed officers. These agencies employ 765,246 sworn officers. Half of the law enforcement departments have fewer than 10 officers. Jurisdictions that can’t afford officers must contract with county police or neighboring agencies, which clouds accountability.  
 
With these myriad of police departments, there is no standard for police training. When an uncooperative driver refuses to provide his license to a cop, officers in one jurisdiction may give them a warning, while in a neighboring jurisdiction, it could result in arrest or the use of force. Differences in policies and training mean that some cops can use pepper spray and Tasers on passive resisters while other departments only permit it when a person is physically resisting an officer.  
 
District Attorneys are in a compromised position when asked to prosecute cops. The District Attorney works with local police officers on a regular basis. They may not intentionally show favor, but they may give their support to the officer unwittingly. In order for a case to go to trial, a defendant must be indicted by a grand jury. The grand jury only decides whether or not there is enough evidence to proceed to a trial—not whether or not the defendant is guilty. To secure an indictment, the DA—and the DA alone—can present any evidence they wish to the grand jury.  
 
After the killing of Michael Brown in 2014 by police officer Darren Wilson, St. Louis County prosecuting attorney Robert McCulloch acted out of line with precedent. Since prosecutors can present any evidence they want to the grand jury, prosecutors almost always only present the most incriminating evidence. This way most cases get an indictment. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, of the 162,000 federal cases US attorneys prosecuted in 2010, grand juries only declined to return an indictment in 11 of them. However, McCulloch decided to present all the evidence, for every side, to the grand jury and would take no stand, nor play any role in the evaluation of that evidence. The grand jury failed to indict Darren Wilson.  
 
Even beyond the rather egregious example of McCulloch, other grand juries and prosecutors have failed to indict police officers charged with wrongdoing. Actually, the likelihood of an indictment drops drastically when a police officer is involved. In Dallas 81 shootings came before grand juries between 2008 and 2012, and just on returned a verdict. In Harris County, Texas, a grand jury hasn’t indicted a Houston police officer since 2004. Grand juries have also failed to indict many officers involved in other high-profile cases as well.  
 
Mass Incarceration 
 	 
For a country with less than 5% of the world’s population, the United States has almost 25% of the total prison population. The American criminal justice system holds more than 2.3 million people in 1,719 state prisons, 102 federal prisons, 901 juvenile correctional facilities, 3,163 local jails, and 76 Indian Country jails as well as in military prisons, immigration detention facilities, civil commitment centers, and prisons in the U.S. territories. While the federal prison population only accounts for 197,000 people, federal policies and practices can be a guide for states to follow. Congress serves an important function in building trust and legitimacy between law enforcement and the communities they serve. The federal government annually provides billions of dollars and resources to law enforcement and the criminal justice system.  
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Counter to what some may think, crime rates are near the lowest levels seen in decades. Between 1980 and 2012, there has been a 35% drop in the violent crime rate and a 47 percent decrease in the property crime rate. However, while the nationwide arrest rate for all offenses decreased by 16 percent, the arrest rate for drug crime increased by 93.4%. Drug sale/manufacturing arrests increased by 55% and drug possession arrests increased 104.5% Arrests rates do not correlate with rates of offenses, but instead reflect the frequency with which crimes are reported, police decisions regarding offenses on which they will concentrate their attention and resources, and the relative vulnerability of certain crimes to arrest.  
 
Over the past thirty years, the United States’ prison population has increased by 340 percent. In 2014, the state prison population was 6.4 times that of the federal prison population. In state prisons, violent offenders comprise 53% of sentenced prisoners and drug offenders make up 16% of the prison population. In federal prisons, drug offenders make up 50% of the population, while violent offenders constitute just 7 percent of the population.  
 
The U.S. court system has struggled with fairly dispensing justice to the rich and poor. Everyone in the United States is entitled to free legal counsel, but since almost all criminal defendants are poor or near poor, in practice they receive ineffective counsel or virtually no counsel at all. The poor are defended by public defenders or by court-appointed private counsel, and both types of attorneys simply have far too many cases in any time period to handle them adequately. Many poor defendants see their attorneys for the first time just moments before a hearing before the judge. Overworked, the defense attorneys don’t have the time or resources to consider the complexities of any one case, and most defendants end up pleading guilty.  
 
A 2006 report in New York concluded local governments were not fulfilling their constitutional obligations in providing legal representation to the poor. Some New York attorneys had an average caseload of 1,000 misdemeanors and 175 felonies. In addition, many poor defendants in 1,300 towns and villages throughout the state received no legal representation at all.  
 
In Louisiana, it’s worse. Louisiana public defenders is in a crisis. 80% of criminal cases are handled by public defenders in Louisiana, yet the public defenders do not have the necessary resources to adequately meet the constitutional rights of their defendants. Public defenders have to perform their own jobs as well as social working and investigations. The public defender in New Orleans outright stopped taking new felony cases, so people accused of serious crimes were put on a waiting list for a lawyer. Thirty-three of the state’s forty-four judicial districts say they cannot keep up with the caseloads. With a lacking apparatus for public defense, the Louisiana court system works as mill processing people to prison. Louisiana has the highest incarceration rate in the country and the one of the highest exoneration rates, but it’s not alone when it comes to a chronic shortage of public defenders.    
 
The U.S. court system guarantees every defendant the right to a jury trial. However, most defendants plead guilty and criminal trials are exceedingly rare (<3%). This plea bargaining allows prosecutors to ensure a conviction while saving the time and expense of jury trials. Defendants take the plea bargain because they help ensure a lower sentence than they might receive if they exercised their right to a trial and were then found guilty. In effect, this practice means that defendants are punished for exercising their constitutional rights, which coerces defendants to plead guilty even when they have a good chance of winning a not guilty verdict if their case went to trial.  
 
Demographics in Prison 
 
Men comprise over 90% of the U.S. incarcerated population, but the proportion of incarcerated women has grown at almost twice the rate of men since the 1990s.  
The United States incarcerates a disproportionate number of black and Latino individuals relative to their composition in the U.S. population.  
 
76.6 percent of offenders recidivate within five years of being released from prison. Upon being released from prison, an individual faces legal barriers to employment, housing, and voting. Cyclical incarceration imposes.  
 
While women make up a relative small population of those incarcerated, women—especially women of color—are the fastest growing population of incarcerated people in the US. Since 1970, the number of women in US jails has increased by 14 times, far outstripping the already large growth in the male prison population. Women tend to enter jails in more vulnerable situations than men, as a higher percentage of women in jail were using drugs, unemployed or receiving public assistance at the time they were arrested. About one-third of all women in jail have a serious mental illness, such as schizophrenia, bipolar disorder or major depression—more than twice the rate that exists for jailed men and about six times that of women in the general public.  
 
Also despite women’s relatively small share of the incarcerated population, women make up more than two-thirds of the victims of staff-on-inmate sexual victimization. 86% of women in jails reported experiencing sexual violence at some point in their life, roughly four times the rate of women in the US at large. Among the jail population, most people have not been convicted of any crime and are awaiting trial. The vast majority of women in jail have been charged with nonviolent property and drug crimes, and so-called “public order” offences, which include prostitution.  
 
Since women have represented a smaller minority of people coming in contact with the criminal justice system, the system doesn’t take into account for the differences that women bring to the system. About 80% of the women in jails have dependent children and criminal justice fees and fines can have a long-term detrimental effect on the financial and physical wellbeing of these households. In a majority of these cases, the mother is a single mother. 
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Private Prisons 
 
While the Obama Administration began making moves to phase out the use of private prisons for federal inmates, the move was quickly undone by Attorney General Jeff Sessions. Private prisons typically cut cost for necessities and need not spend anything on prisoner training programs to maximize their bottom line. The safety of guards and inmates also is jeopardized as less is invested in security measures and personnel development. An Office of the Inspector General reported noted that privately operated prisons have higher rates of assaults—both prisoner on prisoner and prisoner on staff—than federally run facilities.  
 
The private sector first entered the world of incarceration in 1983 and since then a handful of companies quickly began to exert a disproportionate amount of power in shaping the American prison landscape. Corrections Corporations of America (C.C.A.), the largest for-profit prison company in the United States, explicitly that changes to drug laws and sentencing, as well as immigration reform, would hurt its business. A 2005 annual report from C.C.A. states: 
 
Our growth is generally dependent upon our ability to obtain new contracts to develop and manage new correctional and detention facilities. . .. The demand for our facilities and services could be adversely affected by the relaxation of enforcement efforts, leniency in conviction and sentencing practices or through the decriminalization of certain activities that are currently proscribed by our criminal laws. For instance, any changes with respect to drugs and controlled substances or illegal immigration could affect the number of persons arrested, convicted, and sentenced, thereby potentially reducing demand for correctional facilities to house them. 
 	  
A private prison operated by the Geo Group, Inc., the second largest private prison company in the country, in Mississippi had horrendous abuses. At a facility holding teenagers, the GEO staff peddled drugs to the teenagers in their custody and subjected them to brutal beatings, sexual exploitation and solitary confinement.  
 
According to a 2013 analysis found that two-thirds of private-prison contracts in the country include occupancy guarantees and stipulations that taxpayers cover the cost of any empty beds. States sign agreements with private prisons to guarantee that they will fill a certain number of beds in jail at any given point—commonly 90%. This creates an incentive for states to keep prisons full at all times. To do that, they incarcerate more people and for longer periods of time to fill the quota. 
 
Even in government-run prisons, private companies operate in a number of capacities. In California, for example, Corizon Health, a private, for-profit health-care firm that services more than three hundred and twenty thousand inmates in twenty-five states, was sued for failing to provide adequate care to a prisoner who died under the company’s supervision. Corizon was found to have used licensed vocational nurses in a role meant for registered nurses, a decision that saved Corizon thirty-five per cent on the salary of each nurse. Corizon brings in a reported $1.5 billion a year and operates in four hundred and twenty-nine correctional facilities. An earlier, separate lawsuit resulted in a searing 2012 report on Corizon’s work with the Idaho Department of Corrections, which found that the company’s delivery of medical and mental health care either resulted in or risked serious harm to prisoners. The report states that authorities responsible for the administration of health care were “deliberately indifferent to the serious health care needs of their charges.” Both cases ended in settlements. 
  
 
War on Drugs 
 
In the 1960s, as drugs became symbols of youthful rebellion, social upheaval, and political dissent, the government halted scientific research to evaluate their medical safety and efficacy. In June 1971, President Nixon declared a “war on drugs,” as he dramatically increased the size and presence of federal drug control agencies, and pushed through measures such as mandatory sentencing and no-knock warrants. A top Nixon aide, John Ehrlichman, later admitted:  
 
“You want to know what this was really all about. The Nixon campaign in 1968, and the Nixon White House after that, had two enemies: the antiwar left and black people. You understand what I’m saying. We knew we couldn’t make it illegal to be either against the war or black, but by getting the public to associate the hippies with marijuana and blacks with heroin, and then criminalizing both heavily, we could disrupt those communities. We could arrest their leaders, raid their homes, break up their meetings, and vilify them night after night on the evening news. Did we know we were lying about the drugs? Of course, we did.”  
 
Nixon temporarily placed marijuana in Schedule One, the most restrictive category of drugs, pending review by a commission he appointed led by Republican Pennsylvania Governor Raymond Shafer. In 1972, the commission unanimously recommended decriminalizing the possession and distribution of marijuana for personal use. Nixon ignored the report and rejected its recommendations. Nixon laid the ground work for ramping up the drug war in the 1980s.  
 
Under President Ronald Reagan, the incarceration rate began to skyrocket largely thanks to the huge expansion of the drug war. Between 1980 and 1997, the number of people behind bars for nonviolent drug law offenses increased from 50,000 to 400,000. Through media portrayals and the Nancy Reagan’s highly-publicized anti-drug campaign, “Just Say No,” the political and social ground was set for the zero tolerance policies implemented in the mid-to-late 1980s. The increasingly harsh drug policies also blocked the expansion of syringe access programs and other harm reduction policies to reduce the rapid spread of HIV/AIDS. Congress and state legislatures passed a series of draconian penalties that rapidly increased the prison population.  
 
Since the 1980s, federal penalties for crack were 100 times harsher than those for powder cocaine, with black Americans disproportionately sentenced to much lengthier terms. Crack cocaine is one of the few illicit drugs that’s more popular among black Americans carries the harshest punishment.  The threshold for a five-year mandatory minimum sentence of crack was for 5 grams. In comparison, the threshold for powder cocaine, which is more popular among white than black Americans but pharmacologically similar to crack is 500 grams. (The Obama Administration reduced the sentencing disparity from 100:1 to 18:1, but there is still a disparity.) 
 
Bill Clinton’s presidency only exacerbated the situation. President Clinton rejected a U.S. Sentencing Commission recommendation to eliminate the disparity between crack and powder cocaine sentences, and he also rejected advice to end the federal ban on funding for syringe access programs.  
 
Despite growing pressure against the War on Drugs, President George W. Bush continued the policies of his predecessors. The Bush Administration shifted their focus to marijuana and launched a major campaign to promote student drug testing. In the wake of 9/11, the Bush administration also began equipping domestic law enforcement with military-grade equipment. The equipment was supposed to be used to fight terrorism, but most of it was used to fight the war on drugs. At the end of the Bush years, there were about 40,000 paramilitary-style SWAT raids on Americans every year—mostly for nonviolent drug law offenses, often misdemeanors.  
 
The drug war has produced profoundly unequal outcomes across racial groups although rates of drug use and selling are comparable across racial lines. People of color are far more likely to be stopped, searched, arrested, prosecuted, convicted and incarcerated for drug law violations than whites. Higher arrest and incarceration rates for black Americans and Latinos are not reflective of increased prevalence of drug use or sales in these communities, but rather of a law enforcement focus on urban areas, on lower income communities and on communities of color as well as inequitable treatment by the criminal justice system. In 2016, of the 19,766 total federal drug cases, 50 percent of offenders were Hispanic, 23.6% were black, 22.8% were white, and 3% were classified as “other.” 
 
 
The criminal justice system serves too few and harms entirely too many for the Congress to do nothing.   
 
 
Key Issues/Questions 
 
How should formerly convicted felons be integrated back into society?  
How do we build trust between police and the communities they serve? 
What role does the federal government play in ensuring that everyone’s constitutional rights to due process are being upheld? 
How do we address the needs of those incarcerated? How do we address the specific needs of women in the criminal justice system?  
Should our society allow corporations to profit off of incarceration?  
Should the response of the federal government to the opioid crisis reflect policies of the past or be something new?  
How do we hold police officers and departments accountable? 
 
Key Policies of your Committee/Country 
The Law Enforcement Trust and Integrity Act  
The End Racial Profiling Act 
The Preventing Tragedies Between Police and Communities Act  
The Stop Militarizing Law Enforcement Act  
The Police Camera Act  
The Due Process Act  
 
 	 

Labor and Automation  
Brief Background 
 
Millions of Americans feel that good, high-paying manufacturing jobs have been shipped overseas, closing factories here in the United States. Between 2000 and 2010, the United States loss some 5.6 million manufacturing jobs, approximately 85% of those jobs are attributable to technological change—largely automation. Meanwhile, the manufacturing sector has continued on an upward trend since the 1980s. Technological advances and automation has rendered millions of low-skilled jobs obsolete since their introduction. Industrial robots first emerged in the Europe, Japan and the U.S. in the 1960s. Today, about 1.4 million industrial robots are in use around the world.  
 
Despite the large number of jobs already displaced by automation, the potential exists for even more jobs to be eliminated. Advances in robotics, artificial intelligence, and machine learning are ushering in a new age of automation, as machines match or outperform human performance in a range of work activities. For example, the U.S. transportation-equipment industry has only automated 8% of tasks when potentially 53% of tasks could be automated. Globally, robotic installations have grown about 2-3% annually for the past decade, roughly in line with growth in manufacturing. Nearly three-quarters of all robots currently operate in four industrial groupings: computers and electronic products; electrical equipment, appliances, and components; transportation equipment; and machinery. 
 
A report by the McKinsey Global Institute found that five key factors will influence the pace and extent of automation’s adoption in the economy.  
 
“First is technical feasibility, since the technology has to be invented, integrated and adapted into solutions that automate specific activities. Second is the cost of developing and deploying solutions, which affects the business case for adoption. Third are labor market dynamics, including the supply, demand, and costs of human labor as an alternative to automation. Fourth are economic benefits, which could include higher throughput and increased quality, as well as labor cost savings. Finally, regulatory and social acceptance can affect the rate of adoption even when deployment makes business sense.”  
 
Policy makers must craft policy that simultaneously embraces the opportunity for the US economy to benefit from the productivity growth potential and that help workers and institutions adapt to the impact on employment.  
 
However, a number of economic and technical barriers to wider adoption are beginning to fall which could result in dramatic adoption of robotic technology across multiple industries. The cost of robots has been steadily decreasing over the years while their performance has steadily increased.  
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One industry with particularly drastic social and economic prospects is the truck-driving industry. The disruption of the truck driving industry will impact the country on an order of magnitude we have not seen since the construction of the interstate highway system.  
[image: ] 
 
According to the American Truck Driving Association, there are 3.5 million professional truck drivers in the US and an additional 5.2 million people employed in the truck-driving industry who don’t drive the trucks. As those 3.5 million drivers travel the country, they stop periodically to eat, drink, rest and sleep creating a customer base that many businesses in small towns rely on.  
 
Truck drivers act as a vehicle by which money flows from the metropolitan centers to rural communities. The steady stream of drivers subsidizes the wages of rural workers at places like gas stations, motels and diners. Those workers then spend their money in their local community. Reducing the flow of truck drivers invariably shrinks small economies along every major interstate. 
 
From a technical standpoint, truck driving has been nearly perfected. Self-driving cars have the most trouble city driving where turns and traffic present unique challenges. Long-haul truck driving on the other hand, which is the most dangerous for human drivers proves the ideal situation for currently self-driving car technology. A hybrid self-driving with driver assist has already been implemented in Nevada. The Daimler “AU 010” began operating in Nevada on May 6, 2015. In between cities, the truck drives itself while the driver enjoys the ride. If it needs help, it alerts the driver and if the driver doesn’t respond, it pulls over and waits for further instruction.  
 
 
Also, it’s not just manufacturing or truck driving jobs. A new analysis by the Institute for Spatial Economic Analysis at the University of Redlands suggests that the most susceptible areas to automation in the upcoming years are places with high concentrations of jobs in food preparation, office or administrative support, and/or sales. In Las Vegas and the Riverside-San Bernardino area, it’s predicted that 65% and 63% of jobs respectively will be automatable by 2025. Other areas vulnerable include El Paso, Orlando and Louisville. The authors also warn that almost all large metropolitan areas could lose more than 55% of their current jobs to automation in the next two decades. Using machine learning, programmers can use huge data sets to program robots how to perform non-routine tasks threatening not just the middle-class manufacturing jobs, but also the low-paying jobs as well. With more low-paying jobs eliminated, low-skilled workers who already don’t make much money, will have to compete for fewer and fewer jobs.  
 
 
While trucking may be in a particular precarious position, almost half of the activities people are paid to do in the global economy have the potential to be automated by adapting currently demonstrated technology. While less than 5% of all occupations can be automated entirely today, about 60% of all occupations have at least 30% of constituent activities that could be automated. While processing/collecting data, performing physical activities and operating machinery in predictable environment have a high technical potential for automation, the susceptibility is significantly lower for other activities such as interfacing with stakeholders, applying expertise to decision making, planning, and creative tasks or managing and developing people.  
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Nearly one-fifth of the time spent in US workplaces involves predictable physical activity which is prevalent in sectors such as manufacturing and retail trade.  
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Within sectors, too, there is considerable variation in the potential for automation. In manufacturing, for example, factory welders, cutters, and solderers—occupations that have a large proportion of physical activities in predictable environments—have a technical automation potential above 90% based on adapting currently developed technologies, whereas for customer service that susceptibility is less than 30%.  
 
Overall automation threatens low wage/skill workers most, but essentially all occupations, have some technical automation potential, including CEOs, where 25% of their work could potentially be automated, namely analyzing reports and data to inform decisions, reviewing status reports, preparing staff assignments, and so on.  
 
Automation will cause significant labor displacement and could exacerbate a growing skills and employment gap that already exists between high-skill and low-skill workers. Also, many occupations could be partially automated before they are fully automated, which could have different implications for high and low-skill workers. Low skill workers could see their wages depressed unless demand grows.   
Key Issues/Questions 
 
Taxes 
Automation and robots oftentimes lower costs while raising production. A factory worker making $50,000 a year pays a portion to their federal, state and local governments in taxes every year that they work. Robots on the other hand don’t pay taxes which will have unforeseen tax revenue implications. Should the government tax robots comparably to how the workers they replace were taxed? Should the government subsidize the automation of businesses or industries?  
 
Jobs 
The looming possibilities of automation raise questions about how much and how fast can the U.S. society. Are U.S. institutions and social safety nets equipped to handle massive disruptions to the workplace? What happens to workers whose skills become obsolete? Should there be protections for automation displacement such as with trade? Should the government leverage automation for its own operations? How do we ensure that the prosperity of automation equitably benefits all Americans and not just those at the top? How will we train the next generation of workers for the jobs of the future?  
 
Security 
What risks does having a more technologically controlled economy pose? How do we safeguard against those risks? We have seen on several occasions cars used as weapons of terror (Charlottesville, Barcelona, etc.). We have also seen smart devices infiltrated by hackers.  How can we ensure that self-driving cars don’t become prey to hackers?  
 
Key Policies of your Committee 
 
The Self-Drive Act  
 	 
Immigration 
 
Brief Background 
 
With the notable exceptions of Black Americans forcibly brought here as slaves and the Native Americans already residing here, the United States is a nation of immigrants. Immigration has occurred throughout American history and can generally be divided into three peak periods: the initial settlers to the colonies, westward expansion during the middle of the 19th century, and the rise of cities at the turn of the 20th century. We are currently experiencing a fourth peak period of immigration that began in the 1980s and continues today.  
 
While Americans take great pride in their nation-of-immigrants heritage, many approach immigration with deep unease. Each peak era of immigration has sparked tumultuous social changes and political reactions. Each peak era has had far-reaching consequences in shaping the American character, identity, economy, and society, yet each era has resulted in dramatic improvements in America’s prosperity and well-being that would not have been possible without large-scale immigration.  
 
Immigration is necessary to keep up with the pace of job creation in the US economy. Over the last 45 years, a massive increase in native-born 25- to 54-year old workers, particularly women and baby boomers, came into the workforce. This age group accounted for the majority of labor force growth between 1980 and 2000. Since 2000, there has been no net increase in native-born workers aged 25 to 54. There have been sufficient native-born workers entering the workforce to replace retiring workers, the growth in the labor force will not be met by such workers. Infusions of young, tax-paying immigrants are an important part of addressing the shortfalls that lie ahead in terms of numbers of high-and low-skilled workers in social insurance programs.  
 
Immigration fills gaps in the American workforce across the skills spectrum—from the lowest skilled jobs to the highest skilled fields. As more Americans graduate high school and college, there will be fewer and fewer native-born workers available for low-skilled jobs.  
 
While about one-quarter of the foreign-born in the United States have a bachelor’s degree or more, one-third have not completed high school, and thus become the labor pool for the hundreds of thousands of essential jobs that require relatively few skills.  
 
Immigration has helped fuel entrepreneurship that has helped make the US economy the most successful in the world. Entrepreneurs are primary source of innovation, and small businesses generate two out of every three new jobs in the US economy. Entrepreneurs also account for many of the adaptations to changing market conditions that keep the economy flexible and competitive. The risk-taking that motivates people to migrate frequently translates into entrepreneurship. Immigrants are more likely to be self-employed than the native-born.   
 
Despite the considerable benefits of immigration, the US immigration system is broken and outdated. The level of illegal immigration indicates this. There are currently an estimated 11 million undocumented immigrants in the United States. Unauthorized immigrants represented 3.4% of the total U.S. population in 2015.   
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Illegal immigration is primarily a response to laws of supply and demand – workers filling workforce openings—that have proven more powerful than immigration enforcement. Illegal immigration is not a new phenomenon. In 1986, when the undocumented population was estimated to be four to six million, Congress enacted legislation that made it illegal for employers to hire immigrants who were undocumented. Combined with border control and legalization of the illegal population that had been in the country for at least five years the goal was to “wipe the slate clean” for effective immigration control.  
 
In practice, the legislation failed to solve the problem of illegal immigration. Employer enforcement proved difficult because fraudulent documents became readily available, and the legislation did not mandate a reliable way for employers to verify the legal status of those they were hiring. Serious efforts to strengthen border enforcement did not begin until a decade later. Although legalization resulted in about 2.8 million people being able to obtain legal status and ultimately permanent residency, those who were here for less than five years still stayed. The 1986 law did not anticipate the deep changes in labor markets, demographics and the pace of globalization that were just ahead. 
 
 The core goals of the legal immigration selection system are family reunification and meeting labor market demands. Both goals are rarely realized. Immigrants who try to immigrate legally are constrained by immigration category caps, as well as caps that limit each country to no more than 7% of the total number of annual worldwide visas (approximately 25,600). The country caps are supposed to prevent high-demand countries from dominating others, but it has led to unreasonable delays for employers and family unification applicants from countries such as Mexico, China, India and the Philippines. In March 2017, the U.S. government was still processing some familysponsored visa applications dating to August 1993, and some employment-related visa applications from March 2005. According to data, there were about 4.4 million applicants (including spouses and minor children) who were on the waiting list as of November 1, 2016. The overwhelming majority (4.3 million) were family-sponsored applicants. About 107,000 were employmentsponsored applicants and their families. In addition to being inhumane, such waits mean that a large portion of an individuals’ productive working years that make immigration a good investment will have passed by the time many ever arrive in the United States.  
 
Delays in employment-based immigration mean that the system often fails to meet labor market needs. Inflexible statutory ceilings, limits in allocation of numbers to high-demand countries, and overly complex procedures all contribute to employers not getting workers when they need them. Skilled workers and professionals with a job offer may wait five years for a visa. Persons of “exceptional ability” may have to wait over three years for an employment visa if they are from India. Visa supply is also a poor fit with demand. Just 5,000 visas are available worldwide each year for low-skilled workers, yet before the Great Recession as many as 500,000 unauthorized immigrants were added to the nation’s population each year, the majority of whom work, mostly in low-wage jobs.  
[image: ] 
The U.S. civilian workforce includes approximately 8 million unauthorized immigrants, accounting for 5% of those who were working or were unemployed and looking for work. 
 
The belief that immigrants take jobs from American workers and depress their wages is one of the most widely felt fears about immigration. However, immigrants may not actually be having that effect. The impact of immigrant labor on the wages of native-born workers is low and undocumented workers often work the unpleasant, back-breaking jobs that native-born workers are not willing to do. Many of the jobs occupied by the undocumented workers are physically demanding jobs that Americans do not want, such as gutting fish or work on farm fields.  
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Recent immigrants to the US are already more highly educated than those of the past. Since 2010, nearly half (48%) of recently arrived immigrants are college graduates, compared with only 28% of those who arrived before, and fewer have not received a high school education (19%) than among those who arrived previously (30%). High-skilled immigrants, especially in technology and science, who have come in larger numbers in recent years, had a significant “positive impact” on Americans with skills, and also on working-class Americans, spurring innovation and helping to create jobs.  
 
Immigration has a mixed impact on government budgets. In the first generation, newcomers generally cost governments more than they contribute in taxes, with most of the costs falling on state and local governments—mainly spent educating the children of immigrant families. Annually, first-generation immigrants costs states and localities about $57 billion. However, by the second generation in those families, immigrants become benefit to government coffers, adding about $30 billion a year and by the third generation, immigrant families contribute about $223 billion a year to government finances.  
 
 
Key Issues/Questions 
What does the country do with the 11 million unauthorized immigrants currently residing in the United States? 
How do we support families going through the immigration process?  
How do we ensure that the legal immigration system is sufficiently robust to meet the needs of the American economy, does not put native-born workers at disadvantage, and does not encourage new waves of illegal immigration?  
How do we fully prepare immigrants to fully participate in American life?  
How do we secure the United States border?  
How do we strengthen immigration enforcement in other areas of border security, especially legal ports of entry (air, land, and sea).  
 
Key Policies of your Committee  
The Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA)  
the “Gang of Eight” – Border Security, Economic Opportunity and Immigration Modernization Act  
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EXHIBIT 3 | Robotics Are Already an Economically Viable Alternative to Human Labor in Many
USS. Industries
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“The costis for a typical spotwelding robot system in the U.S, automotive industry.

*An example of  generic roboticssystem is ABB's IRB 2400.

“Includes other wood products.
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Exhibit E2

Whilefow occupations are fully automatable, 60 percent of all occupations have atleast 30 percenttechnically
automatable actvities

‘Automation potential based on demonstrated tachnology of occupation tes in the United States (cumulative)
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ExnibitEs

Thres categaries of work actvities have significantly highr technical automation potential
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Estimated unauthorized immigrant population in the
U.S. lower in 2015 than in 2009

In millions
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There is no statisticaly significant difference between the 2015 estimate and
2016 preliminary estimate.

Note: Shading surrounding line indicates low and high points of the estimated 90%
confidence interval. The 2008-2016 change is not statstically sgrificant at 90%

confidence interval. Data labels are for 1980, 1995, 2000, 2001, 200
2007, 2009, 2011, 2014, 2015 and 201¢
Source: Pew Research Center estimates for 2005-2015 based on augmented
American Community Survey data (IPUMS);for 2016 and 19952004 based on
March Supplements of the Current Population Survey. Estimates for 1990 from

e en (2013)
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Estimated number of unauthorized immigrants in the
U.S. labor force stabilizes since 2009
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Source: William H. Frey analysis

Figure 2: Education attainment of US adults (age 25 and above), 2015

2011-2015 Arrivals
Less than High

High School
Graduate
18%

Some College
15%

College
Graduate
48%

Pre-2011 Arrivals

College
Graduate
28%
Some College ' 4
o High School

Graduate
23%

Less than High
School
30%

Al Residents Less than High
School
13%

College
Graduate
31%

+Loss than igh

Sohool
«High Sehaot

Graduate High School
« Some College Graduate

27%

~Collge Graduate

Some College

of US Census 2015 American 20%
Gommunity Survey Public Use B Metropolitan Policy Program

Microfile

. BROOKINGE




image1.png




image2.jpg
How many people are locked up in the United States?

‘The United States locks up more people, per capita, than any other nation. But grappling with why requires us
to first consider the many types of correctional facilities and the reasons that 2.3 million people are confined there.
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Racial and ethnic disparities in prisons and jails

Whites are underrepresented in the incarcerated population while Blacks are overrepresented.

100%

75%

50%

25%

%

PRISON

6% @
White
i
s W
Bl
16% Prr . Latino -l 9%
4 K
05% @ « Native > 1%
U.S. population Prison/Jail population

Compiled from 2010 Census, Summary File 1.




image4.jpg
Gender disparities in prisons and jails

Men are sill the majority of those behind bars, but the portion that is women is twice as large as in 1970,
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EXHIBIT 2 | While the Costs of Advanced Industrial Robots Fall, Their Performance Is Steadily

Improving

TOTAL SYSTEM COSTS OF A TYPICAL SPOT-WELDING ROBOT
IN THE U.S. AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY

Cost (Sthousands)®
200

150

100

50

2020 2025
«—— Projected —>

FUTURE COST TRENDS.

Project management
Has consistently been 5-10 percent
oftotal system costs; absolute
costs are expected to decline

Systems engineering
o as programming sttt ©)
‘Cost reductions are expected to slow
because possible gains in offline
programming have mostly

been achieved

feiohens s
(such as safety barriers, sensors)

Costs will continue to drop as a
result of the removal of safety
barriers

Robot
(including software)

Minimal declines are expected because
pricingis close to material costs, and
production volume for the auto
industry is already high

Sources: ABB, Economic utiication forIndustral Robotic Systems, 2007;International Federation of Robotics, World Roborics: Industrial Robors;

‘expert interviews; BCG analysis.
Note: Because of rounding, not all numbers add up to the totals shown.
“Values are in nominal Us. dollars.




