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Debate on Senate Bill 11-126 (in-state tuition rates for illegally present students) reached a fever pitch this week in Colorado’s Senate chambers.  All the debate continues to use an erroneous term, “illegal immigrants,” to refer to students who would benefit from SB 1126.  “Immigrant” is the proper and legal term for referring to a person who follows the proper and legal steps to become a citizen of the United States.  


Regardless of the identifying term, the bottom line is those students are in this country illegally, and bleeding-heart proponents are dealing with this issue with their heads in the sand.  


Two important and very significant, relevant issues are being ignored:  

1. graduating from a U.S. college or university with a degree does not negate being in the United States illegally; thus, the question becomes, are requirements to obtain employment in the United States to be waived once these students graduate with a degree; i.e., proof of citizenship is supposed to be provided as part of the employment application; and

2. tuition paid by students from states outside Colorado pay more than three times the tuition in-state students pay at the University of Colorado in Boulder; and then there are the students from foreign countries.  

The Fiscal Impact analysis (being revised as this goes to deadline) provides the cost to Colorado (if SB 1126 is passed and signed by the Governor) for Fiscal Year 2012-13 and Fiscal Year 2012-13 in a range of $770,725.00- $1,284,535.00.  SB 126 identifies no source of funding for this amount.  With the budget cuts already made to education, where is the money to come from?  

Perhaps some on-campus meetings prior to consideration of SB 126 would have been both enlightening and beneficial to Democratic legislators, especially input from constituents and those immigrants legally in the United States.  

Senator Angela Giron, D-Pueblo, admitted to having family members who are undocumented (translated, illegal aliens) who work and pay taxes in the United States.  Considering her admission, why is her vote not a conflict of interest?  

Lead Sponsors of Senate Bill 11-126:  Senators Angela Giron, D-Pueblo, 866-4878, and Michael Johnston, D-Adams/Denver, 866-4866; and Representatives Joe Miklosi, D-Arapahoe/Denver, 866-2910 and Angela Williams, D-Denver, 867-2809.
Senate Bill 11-192, concerns continuation of the prescription drug monitoring program until July 2, 2021, and clarifies that “only prescriptions that have been dispersed are to be tracked,” according to the Fiscal Impact analysis.  The Prescription Drug Monitoring Program was initially created in 2005, but in use since February of 2008.  


In a news release from one of SB 192’s lead sponsors, Senator Irene Aguilar, M.D. described the program as “helping prescribing medical professionals identify patients who are abusing substances for any reason and provides necessary support in ensuring patient safety.”  The provisions of SB 192 “allow providers to safely provide necessary treatment to patients with chronic, non-malignant pain, with safeguards in place to prevent misuse.”  Senator Aguilar recalls that “Before the prescription monitoring program was available, the only method we had for assessing a patient’s misuse of prescription medications was either to depend on the patient’s self-report, to rely on pharmacies to contact us if they suspected abuse, or to engage in the time-consuming practice of calling around to various pharmacies to see if patients are getting controlled substances from multiple providers, and we actually spent the time to do that.”  


Senator Aguilar also provided these ominous statistics:  

1 The number of Colorado residents admitted for treatment of prescription opiate abuses rose nearly 300% between 2000 and 2008;

2 The number of yearly deaths related to the most commonly used prescription drugs nearly doubled in the same time period prior to the program’s implementation; and

3 The rate of prescription opiate abuse is seven times greater in states without a prescription drug monitoring program.  

The Fiscal Impact analysis points out a requirement that prescribers are to “disclose to patients receiving prescriptions for controlled substances that their prescription information will be entered into the Prescription Drug Monitoring Program, and that it may be accessed for limited purposes by specified individuals.”  

According to Senator Aguilar, SB 292 has the support of doctors, nurse practitioners, pharmacists, pharmaceutical manufacturers and law enforcement representatives, and passed the Senate Health and Human Services Committee on a vote of 8-1.  Senator Shawn Mitchell, R-Broomfield, was the long opposing vote.  The bill now advances to the Senate Finance Committee for further consideration.  


The reader’s comments or questions are always welcome.  E-mail me at doris@dorisbeaver.com.  
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