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Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
American Immigration Lawyers Association

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

FRIENDLY HOUSE, et. al., ) Case No.: CIV-10-1061-SRB
) Date: 07/14/10

Plaintiffs, )
   )

vs. )
)

MICHAEL B. WHITING, Apache County )
Attorney, in his official capacity, )
et. al. )

)
Defendants. ) AMENDED MEMORANDUM

) BRIEF OF AMICUS CURIAE,
) AMERICAN IMMIGRATION
) IMMIGRATION LAWYERS

______________________________________) ASSOCIATION

I.     INTRODUCTION

Effective July 29, 2010, Arizona Senate Bill 1070 (“SB1070"), seeks to identify and

Case 2:10-cv-01061-SRB   Document 354    Filed 07/14/10   Page 1 of 26

AILA InfoNet Doc. No. 10061662. (Posted 06/16/10)



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

-2-

punish “illegal immigrants.”  SB1070 is premised upon the idea that Arizona law enforcement

can catch illegal immigrants by virtue of their “illegal” status and force their deportation

because of federal government inaction. However,  “illegal immigrant” is not a cognizable

status under federal immigration law and Arizona’s proxies that illegal immigrants are

identifiable by their unlawful presence or through commission of a removable offense is based

on fundamental misconceptions about federal immigration law – both in theory and in practice.

Amicus, the American Immigration Lawyers Association (“AILA”), writes to correct myths that

underlie SB1070 and to demonstrate that, when placed in context of federal immigration law,

SB1070 is unworkable.

II.     ARGUMENT

SB1070 requires police “where reasonable suspicion exists that the person is an alien

who is unlawfully present in the United States, a reasonable attempt shall be made, when

practicable, to determine the immigration status of the person.”  SB1070, Section 2, as amended

by Arizona HB 2162, Section 3, adding new Arizona Revised Statute (“A.R.S.”) § 11-1051(B)

(emphasis added). Detention is required until the immigration status of the person is verified.

Id. The statute provides that an officer may make a warrantless arrest if he or she has probable

cause to believe that an individual has “committed any public offense that makes the person

removable from the United States.” SB1070, Section 6, adding new A.R.S. § 13-3883(A)(5).

(emphasis added). The emphasis on using unlawful presence and removable offenses as the law

enforcement tool is unworkable. The purpose of the statute is equally misguided.

(A)(1).  First, there are no apparent identifiable characteristics of “unlawful presence”

that allow the law to be enforced in a constitutional manner. The term “unlawfully present” as

used in SB1070 conflicts with the federal meaning of “unlawful presence.” SB1070 fails to

provide any definition of the critical terms “reasonable suspicion,” “unlawfully present,” or

“alien.”  Moreover, SB1070's reliance on a statutory list of documents which purport to provide

a presumption against unlawful presence, is misplaced as insofar as the list is incomplete and

inadequate when compared to federal immigration law.

SB1070 is premised on the idea that police officers can easily identify alienage in an
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ordinary, police contact. This is an erroneous premise. U.S. citizenship is not a characteristic

apparent to the eye or dependent upon a person’s appearance insofar as it is a legal

determination. U.S. citizens are not required to carry proof of their citizenship while inside of

the United States. Therefore, it is unlikely that in a routine encounter with law enforcement a

U.S. citizen will possess a birth certificate, U.S. passport, naturalization certificate, or certificate

of citizenship demonstrating citizenship. 

Moreover, alienage determinations are complex because they are inherently legal rather

than factual determinations. Congress has constitutional power over nationality law which

determines whether a foreign-born person is a U.S. citizen and “[c]itizenship law is probably

the area of law where statutes remain relevant the longest, because even the most ancient and

long-repealed statutes can still apply in a current case.” Mautino, Acquisition of Citizenship,

Immigration Briefings (April 1990). Similarly, U.S. treaties and international covenants – which

change over time – are often dispositive as to a person’s citizenship status. See, e.g., Sabangan

v. Powell, 375 F. 3d 818 (9th Cir. 2004) (person born in Commonwealth of Northern Mariana

Islands (CNMI) after January 9, 1978 is a U.S. citizen by virtue of covenant between U.S. and

CNMI).

Birth in the United States certainly is a clear indicator that a person is not an alien. See

U.S. Const. amend. XIV, § 1. But foreign-birth is not a certain indicator of alienage. Acquisition

of citizenship at birth depends on numerous factors, such as the parents’ respective citizenship

(8 U.S.C. § 1401(c)-(e), (g)-(h));  the duration and timing of their residence in the United States

(§ 1401(d)-(e), (g)-(h)); their marital status at the time of the individual’s birth (§ 1409); the

year in which the person was born (§ 1401(h)); the place where the person was born (§ 1041(c)-

(e), (g)-(h)); and in some situations, even the date on which a child born out of wedlock was

legitimated (§ 1409) – none of which can be ascertained or observed by police in any contact

or that could give rise, constitutionally, to any suspicion of alienage. See generally, 8 U.S.C. §

1401(c)-(h) (establishing conditions under which children born in-wedlock outside of the

United States acquire U.S. citizenship at birth) and § 1409 (establishing conditions under which

children born out-of-wedlock outside of the United States acquire U.S. citizenship at birth).

Case 2:10-cv-01061-SRB   Document 354    Filed 07/14/10   Page 3 of 26

AILA InfoNet Doc. No. 10061662. (Posted 06/16/10)



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

-4-

Hence, persons born outside of the United States, may still be U.S. citizens.  Id.

Anyone can assert U.S. citizenship, and a law enforcement officer may be hard-pressed

to identify a legitimate reason why such an assertion is untrue. Race, ethnic appearance, and

language are not reliable indicators of alienage. See, e.g., United States v. Montero-Camargo,

208 F.3d 1122, 1132 (9th Cir. 2000) (en banc) (“The likelihood that in an area in which the

majority – or even a substantial part – of the population is Hispanic, any given person of

Hispanic ancestry is in fact an alien, let alone an illegal alien, is not high enough to make

Hispanic appearance a relevant factor in the reasonable suspicion calculus.”), cert. denied, 531

U.S. 889 (2000); United States v. Manzo-Jurado, 457 F.3d 928, 932 (9th Cir. 2006) (ruling that

individuals' appearance as a Hispanic work crew, inability to speak English, proximity to the

border, and unsuspicious behavior did not establish reasonable suspicion of illegal presence).

The citizenship question is further obscured because some individuals may not possess

any documentation establishing their U.S. citizenship (because none is required). Foreign-birth

is not dispositive on the question of alienage and it is an inappropriate factor for Arizona police

to utilize. For example, a foreign-born child automatically derives U.S. citizenship if a parent

naturalizes before the child reaches the age of 18, and certain other conditions are met. See 8

U.S.C. § 1431(a). Yet, that individual may not possess a certificate of citizenship, a U.S.

passport, or other document as evidence of his status. Indeed, he may not realize he is, in fact,

a U.S. citizen. See, e.g., United States v. Smith-Baltiher, 424 F.3d 913, 920-21 (9th Cir. 2005)

(rejecting government’s claim in an illegal reentry case that an individual could not assert

derivative citizenship status because, inter alia, he did not have a certificate of citizenship).

Likewise, an individual may automatically acquire U.S. citizenship through birth abroad to a

U.S. citizen parent, and may not know that he is a U.S. citizen or may not possess citizenship

documentation. See 8 U.S.C. §§ 1401, 1409 (setting out various conditions whereupon

individuals may acquire U.S. citizenship at birth). See also 8 U.S.C. § 1431(b) (setting forth

conditions whereupon adopted alien children acquire U.S. citizenship automatically).

(A)(2).  SB1070's reliance on “unlawfully present” as an actionable event cannot be

lawfully implemented because it lacks discernable meaning and conflicts with the federal
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immigration statute. Compare Arizona SB1070, with 8 U.S.C. §§ 1182(a)(9)(B)–(C). Federal

immigration law provides no general definition of the terms “unlawfully present” or “unlawful

presence.” The term “unlawful presence” in federal immigration law is partly defined by statute

and partly left to the immigration agencies to define. See Donald Neufeld, Lori Scialabba, and

Pearl Chang, Consolidation of Guidance Concerning Unlawful Presence for Purposes of

Sections 212(a)(9)(B)(i) and 212(a)(9)(C)(i)(I) (May 6, 2009) available at

http://www.uscis.gov/files/nativedocuments/revision_redesign_AFM.PDF.. SB1070's use of

the term is misaligned with the federal design. Under federal law, unlawful presence is an

inadmissibility ground that Congress intended to apply in limited circumstances. See 8 U.S.C.

§§ 1182(a)(9)(B), (C). The unlawful presence grounds of inadmissibility apply only to certain

aliens who were unlawfully present in the United States for more than 180 days, and who

depart, or are ordered removed from the United States and, then again seek admission to the

United States. 8 U.S.C. §§ 1182(a)(9)(B), (C).

Significantly, federal immigration law expressly exempts certain individuals from the

unlawful presence scheme including children under the age of 18; certain asylum applicants;

beneficiaries protected under the family unity program established by § 301 of the Immigration

Act of 1990, Pub. L. No. 101–649, 104 Stat. 4978 (1990), and set out in 8 C.F.R. §§

236.10–236.18; and certain victims of domestic abuse and human trafficking. Unlawful

presence may also be tolled for individuals who file nonfrivolous applications for a change or

extension of status and who meet certain other conditions. 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(9)(B)(iv).

Arizona's use of the same term without definition is particularly problematic and unhelpful.

“Unlawful presence” is not synonymous with “illegal immigrant” or even “unlawful

immigration status.” Indeed, the latter two terms are nowhere defined or found within the

Immigration and Nationality Act (“INA”), 8 U.S.C. § 1101, et seq. As an actionable event under

Arizona law, there is simply no unbiased means of implementing the term “unlawful presence,”

because as a legal status there are no observable characteristics of “unlawful presence,” or

readily available means by which a police officer could discern "unlawful presence" in any stop,

detention, or investigative encounter.
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(A)(3).  Section 2, SB1070, as amended, provides a list of documents that demonstrate

“lawful presence.” See SB1070, § 2, as amended; A.R.S. § 1-502. This list is inadequate to give

meaning to “unlawful presence” when measured against the federal rules. The failure to possess

any of these documents does not signify a person lacks authorized immigration status, or is

deportable even if his status has expired or has been revoked. There are many examples of such

situations. A lawful permanent resident with an expired or old “green card” remains a lawful

permanent resident, and is not deportable. See, e.g., 8 U.S.C. § 1227 (listing classes of

deportable aliens, and not including a ground for permanent residents without a valid green

card); see also 72 Fed. Reg. 46922 (Aug. 22, 2007)(proposed rule, not promulgated, providing

an application process for replacing certain old alien registration cards, and terminating the

validity of the old cards, but not terminating the lawful status of permanent residents who

possess the old cards), and USCIS Press Release of December 13, 2007 (“This proposed rule

in no way affects the current validity of these permanent resident cards. Permanent residents

who possess these cards may continue to use them as proof of permanent residency when

traveling, when seeking employment, and at any time such proof is required.”), available at

http://www.uscis.gov/files/pressrelease/I551Update_13dec07.pdf.  Noncitizens who

immediately qualify to adjust status to become lawful permanent residents, but who have not

yet done so, are generally not deportable. See generally 8 C.F.R. § 1245.2 (providing

immigration judges with  jurisdiction over adjustment of status applications in removal

proceedings). Asylum applicants, or individuals with non-frivolous claims for asylum that are

not yet filed, cannot be deported until and unless their claims are adjudicated and a final

administrative removal order exists. 8 U.S.C. §§ 1158 (establishing bases for asylum and

procedures), 1187(b) (providing for review of asylum claims for people admitted to the United

States through the Visa Waiver Program), 1225 (providing for review of asylum claims to

applicants for admission to the United States), and 1231 (establishing removal procedures for

people with final administrative removal orders). Noncitizens who qualify for cancellation of

removal or temporary protected status are not deportable. 8 U.S.C. § 1229b (cancellation of

removal), and § 1254a (temporary protected status). Even noncitizens with final removal orders
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may not be deported, for example, if they qualify for certain relief due to the risk of persecution

in their home country, or if the government is unable to effectuate deportation or declines to

enforce deportation for humanitarian reasons. 8 U.S.C. § 1231(b)(3) (withholding of removal)

and § 1231(a)(7) (allowing employment authorization for certain aliens with final removal

orders).

(B).  Second, enforcement of Section 6, SB1070 is impractical because whether an

offense makes a noncitizen removable is often not clear and often takes years of litigation to

determine. See e.g., Carachuri-Rosendo v. Holder, No. 09-60, 2010 WL 2346552 (U.S. June

14, 2010); A.R.S. § 13-3883(A)(5). The criminal offenses that may render a person removable

are defined by federal law where state labels familiar to peace officers are irrelevant. Id.

Whether an offense makes a noncitizen removable depends upon a complicated analysis of

noncitizen's personal history, criminal history and immigration history, a legal analysis of the

elements of the offense, the record of conviction, the facts of the offense, the potential sentence,

the sentence imposed, the noncitizen’s immigration and criminal history, and the immigration

history of the noncitizen’s family. Id. None of these factors are amenable to police officer

probable cause inquiries. It is a legal determination, not a factual determination. This legal

determination “can often be simply too complex for a state or local law enforcement officer

acting without a warrant to make promptly and accurately.” See Plaintiffs' Motion for

Preliminary Injunction and Memorandum in Support, Declaration of Bo Cooper (Doc. No. 235-

3) at 6, ¶ 11.

There is ambiguity in the contours of federal immigration law on the question of what

state law offenses might make an individual removable. Under federal immigration law an

individual might be removable for having been convicted of a crime involving moral turpitude

(“CIMT”),an aggravated felony (listing more than 21 different types of aggravated felonies),

a controlled substance offense, a firearms offense, a prostitution-related offense, or a crime of

domestic violence, stalking, child abuse, child neglect, or child abandonment. See INA §

237(a)(2).

The depth of analysis required to determine whether a state law offense triggers removal
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consequences underscores the impracticability of SB1070. There is no universal “list” of crimes;

indeed, it is always a case-by-case analysis.   A police officer is unlikely to have the necessary

legal expertise to quickly determine if an alien is removable, or have documents readily

available for inspection during any investigative encounter for the same.  

For example, a state law offense may be considered a CIMT if it is “inherently base, vile,

or depraved, and contrary to the accepted rules of morality and the duties owed between persons

or to society in general.” Matter of Silva-Trevino, 24 I. & N. Dec. 607, 705 (Att’y Gen. 2008)

at 705 (internal citations and quotations omitted). As applied to common state law offenses,

such as driving under the influence, this standard has provided little or no clarity and there are

often inconsistent results reached by adjudicators with respect to Arizona law. Compare Matter

of Torres-Varela, 23 I. & N. Dec. 78 (BIA 2001) (multiple DUIs is not a CIMT) with Matter

of Lopez-Meza, 22 I. & N. Dec. 1188 (BIA 1999) (aggravated DUI is a CIMT). The U.S. Court

of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit later rejected the Board’s CIMT finding in Lopez-Meza. See

Hernandez-Martinez v. Ashcroft, 329 F.3d 1117 (9th Cir. 2003). Similarly, assault offenses may

and may not involve moral turpitude. Compare Matter of Solon, 24 I. & N. Dec. 239 (BIA

2007)(New York’s third degree assault offense involves moral turpitude) with Matter of Sejas,

24 I. & N. Dec. 236 (BIA 2007) (Virginia’s domestic assault and battery statute does not

involve moral turpitude).

Not only does federal immigration law include distinct definitions for removable offenses

that bear no particular resemblance to state offenses, federal law also incorporates provisions

of other federal statutes unfamiliar to local police. Some assault offenses may be removable

offenses if they are aggravated felony “crimes of violence” or if they are “crimes of domestic

violence” as defined in 18 U.S.C. § 16, 8 U.S.C. §§ 1101(a)(43)(F), and 1227(a)(2)(E)

(referencing 18 U.S.C. § 16 for definitions of these terms). In addition, as in the CIMT context,

crimes of violence are not obvious in every case. Some convictions for assault and battery are

crimes of violence and others are not. Compare Matter of Sanudo, 23 I. & N. Dec. 968, 973-75

(BIA 2006) (California domestic battery is not a crime of violence) with Matter of Martin, 24

I. & N. Dec. 491 (BIA 2002) (Connecticut third degree assault is a crime of violence). Even the
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concept of a “drug trafficking crime” is a hazard of legal analysis. See Carachuri-Rosendo, No.

09-60, slip op. at 2 (characterizing the immigration definition of a drug trafficking crime as a

"maze of statutory cross-references"). Facts or the actual conduct of an individual – the stock

and trade of police work – is not truly relevant in determining removability because it is almost

always a legal determination. See Nijhawan v. Holder, 557 U.S. __, 129 S. Ct. 2294, 2300-01

(2009).

Section 6 is problematic because it permits a warrantless arrest if the peace officer has

probable cause to believe that an individual has “committed” a removable offense. Under

federal law, removability is usually determined after a conviction, not when committed. For

most offenses to qualify as “removable” offenses, there must first be a conviction.  If there is

no conviction, there is no removable offense. Even for removal grounds that do not require a

conviction, such as those listed in 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(2), it would be premature to decide

whether a noncitizen is removable until the conclusion of the underlying criminal proceeding.

This is because a dismissal of a criminal charge or a conviction to a reduced charge is generally

dispositive of whether the noncitizen is removable. See Matter of Arreguin de Rodriguez, 21

I. & N. Dec. 38 (BIA 1995).

Like the legal nature of the offense, an individual's personal history is not readily

ascertainable by a police officer in a probable cause inquiry and would require analysis of

records and information beyond the reach of most police officers. Whether a noncitizen is

“admitted” to the U.S. is relevant to the removability inquiry. Congress enacted specific policy

determinations that aggravated felony, crimes of domestic violence, and firearm convictions

predating a noncitizen’s admission are not removable offenses. Compare 8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(2)

(not including these offenses as grounds of inadmissibility) with § 1227(a)(2) (listing offenses

as grounds to remove alien who has been “admitted”).

The technical, code-driven state of immigration law is difficult to overstate.  The

complexity of the law to be applied in the hyper-technical field of immigration law is

demonstrated by the explosion in federal court litigation on immigration questions. In fiscal year

2009, circuit courts received 8,890 new petitions for review challenging BIA decisions. U.S.
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Courts, Judicial Business, 9 (2009).  By the time the circuit court renders a decision, the entire

removal process could take four or more years. See Alvarez-Reynaga v. Holder, 596 F.3d 534

(9th Cir. 2010) (conviction for receipt of stolen property is not a CIMT, proceedings pending

for four years); Nunez v. Holder, 594 F.3d 1124 (9th Cir. 2010) (indecent exposure not a CIMT,

proceedings pending for seven years).

(C).  If implemented, SB1070 would frustrate the federal government's immigration

enforcement priorities.  Contrary to what Arizona may believe, the federal government actively

enforces immigration laws, often teaming up with state and local law enforcement to do so.  For

example, there are currently fourteen “ICE ACCESS” Programs providing tools for state and

local governments to help enforce immigration law.  These programs include the Criminal Alien

Program, Secure Communities, the § 287(g) program, E-Verify, the Social Security No-Match

program, and the Student and Exchange Visitor Program.  While AILA is highly critical of these

programs and their implementation, they provide solid evidence of comprehensive federal

activity in immigration enforcement.  See Attached Exhibit, List of Resources (providing

information on ICE programs, related analyses, and articles).

III.     CONCLUSION

AILA, like many of Arizonans, is frustrated over the failure of the federal government

to fix our broken immigration system. However, the Arizona law presents an unworkable and

unlawful response to this frustration. It ought be enjoined as it cannot be implemented in a fair

and constitutional manner.
Respectfully submitted,

       /s/                                   

Stephen W. Manning, Esq. (Pro Hac Vice) Vikram K. Badrinath, Esq.
IMMIGRANT LAW GROUP, P.C. VIKRAM BADRINATH, P.C.

Russel R. Abutryn, Esq.  (Pro Hac Vice) Cynthia A. Aziz, Esq. (Pro Hac Vice)
MARSHAL E. HYMAN & ASSOCIATES AZIZ LAW FIRM

Maria E. Andrade, Esq. (Pro Hac Vice) Deborah S. Smith, Esq. (Pro Hac Vice)
ANDRADE LAW OFFICE, INC. LAW OFFICE OF DEBORAH S. SMITH

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
American Immigration Lawyers Assoc. Dated: July 14, 2010.
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Vikram K. Badrinath, Esq.
VIKRAM BADRINATH, P.C.
100 North Stone Avenue, Suite 302
Tucson, AZ  85701-1514
(520) 620-6000
AZ BAR NO. #016360
vbadrinath@aol.com

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

FRIENDLY HOUSE, et. al., ) Case No.: CIV-10-1061-SRB
) Date: 07/14/10

Plaintiffs, )
   )

vs. )
)

MICHAEL B. WHITING, Apache County )
Attorney, in his official capacity, )
et. al. )

)
Respondents. ) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

)
______________________________________)

I am a citizen of the United States over the age of 18 years, a resident of Pima county and
not a party to the instant action.  My business address is: 100 North Stone Avenue, Suite 302,
Tucson, Arizona 85701-1514.  On July 14, 2010, I served a copy of the following:

AMENDED MEMORANDUM BRIEF OF AMICUS CURIAE (AILA)

by transmitting the same electronically through the U.S. District Court ECF/CM System, and
that such transmission complies with Paragraph II(D)(3), Arizona ECF Administrative Policies
and Procedures Manual (Apr. 3, 2006), in that it was sent electronically to all registered users
in this above-entitled action.  By signing below, I hereby certify that compliance was made as
noted above by transmitting to the Clerk’s Office using the ECF/CM System for filing and
transmittal of a Notice of Electronic Filing for all the following ECF/CM registrants.

Alternatively, non-ECF/CM registered users were served by placing one (1) copy of the
same in a sealed envelope with postage fully paid thereon, in the United States Postal Service
at Tucson, Arizona, on July 14, 2010, addressed as follows:

See Attached Service List

Respectfully submitted,

       /s/                                   
Vikram K. Badrinath, Esq.
VIKRAM BADRINATH, P.C.
Co-Counsel for Amicus Curiae
American Immigration Lawyers Assoc.

Dated: July 14, 2010
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SERVICE LIST

Plantiffs Attorneys

Daniel J. Pochoda 
Anne Lai 
ACLU Foundation of Arizona 
Foundation of Arizona 
77 E. Columbus Street, Suite 205 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
alai@acluaz.org
dpochoda@acluaz.org

Harini Raghupathi 
Cecillia D. Wang 
American Civil Liberties Union 
Immigrants Rights Project 
39 Drumm Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
hraghupathi@aclu.org
cwang@aclu.org

Daniel R. Ortega, Jr. 
Roush McCracken Guerrero Miller & Ortega 
1112 E. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85034-1010 
danny@rmgmo.com

Laura D. Blackburne 
National Association For The 
Advancement Of Colored People 
4805 Mt. Hope Drive 
Baltimore, MD 21215 
lblackburne@naacpnet.org

Bradley S. Phillips 
Paul J. Watford 
Joseph J. Ybarra 
Elisabeth J. Neubauer 
Munger Tolles & Olson LLP 
355 South Grand Avenue, 35th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-1560 
brad.phillips@mto.com
paul.watford@mto.com
joseph.ybarra@mto.com
elisabeth.neubauer@mto.com

Susan T. Boyd 
Yuval Miller 
Munger Tolles & Olson LLP 
560 Mission Street, 27th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2907 
susan.boyd@mto.com
yuval.miller@mto.com
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Lisa Kung 
Chris Newman 
National Day Labor Organizing Network 
675 S. Park View Street, Suite B 
Los Angeles, CA 90057 
kung@ndlon.org
newman@ndlon.org

Nina Perales 
Ivan Espinoza-Madrigal 
Mexican American Legal Defense & Education Fund 
110 Broadway Street, Suite 300 
San Antonio, TX 78205 
nperales@maldef.org
iespinoza@maldef.org

Connie Choi 
Carmina Ocampo 
Julie A. Su 
Ronald Lee 
Yungsuhn Park 
Asian Pacific American Legal Center 
1145 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
cchoi@apalc.org
jsu@apalc.org
rlee@advancingequality.org
ypark@apalc.org
cocampo@apalc.org

Cynthia Valenzuela Dixon 
Nicholas D. Espiritu 
Gladys Limon 
Thomas A. Saenz 
Victor Viramontes 
Mexican American Legal Defense & Education Fund 
634 S. Spring Street, 11th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 
cvalenzuela@maldef.org
nespiritu@maldef.org

glimon@maldef.org
tsaenz@maldef.org
vviramontes@maldef.org

Lucas Guttentag 
Omar C. Jadwat 
Tanaz Moghadam 
ACLU Foundation Immigrants Rights Project 
125 Broad Street, 18th Floor 
New York, NY 10004 
lguttentag@aclu.org
ojadwat@aclu.org
tmoghadam@aclu.org
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Linton Joaquin 
Melissa S. Keaney 
Ghazal Tajmiri 
Vivek Mittal 
Nora A. Preciado 
Karen C. Tumlin 
National Immigration Law Center 
3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 2850 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
joaquin@nilc.org
keaney@nilc.org
tajmiri@nilc.org
vmittal@nilc.org
preciado@nilc.org
tumlin@nilc.org

Richard A. Lopez, 
Covington & Burling LLP 
1201 Pennsylvania Ave NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
rlopez@cov.com

Attorneys for Defendants

John J. Bouma 
Robert A. Henry 
Joseph G. Adams 
SNELL & WILMER L.L.P. 
One Arizona Center 
400 E. Van Buren 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202 
jbouma@swlaw.com
bhenry@swlaw.com
jgadams@swlaw.com

Joseph David Young 
Snell & Wilmer LLP 
1 Arizona Ctr 
400 E Van Buren 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Joseph A. Kanefield 
Office of Governor Janice K. Brewer 
1700 W. Washington, 9th Floor 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
jkanefield@az.gov

Mary O’Grady 
Office of the Attorney General 
1275 W. Washington 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
mary.ogrady@azag.gov

Joseph D. Young 
Michael D. Latham
Apache County Attorney’s Office 
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P.O. Box 637 
St. Johns, AZ 85936 
jyoung@co.apache.az.us
mlatham@co.apache.az.us

Jean E. Wilcox 
Coconino County Attorney 
110 E. Cherry Avenue 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001-4627 
jwilcox@coconino.az.gov

Bryan B. Chambers 
June Ava Florescue 
Gila County Attorney 
1400 E. Ash Street 
Globe, AZ 85501-1483
bchambers@co.gila.az.us 
jflorecs@co.gila.az.us

Michael William McCarthy 
Greenlee County Attorney 
P.O. Box 1717 
Clifton, AZ 85533-1717 
mmccarthy@co.greenlee.az.us
mwmmccarthy2002@yahoo.com

Robert Glenn Buckelew 
La Paz County Attorney 
1320 Kofa Avenue 
Parker, AZ 85344-5724 
gbuckelew@co.la-paz.az.us

Thomas P. Liddy 
Maria R. Brandon 
Maricopa County Office of Special Litigation Services 
234 N. Central Avenue, Suite 4400 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 
tliddy@mail.maricopa.gov
brandonm@mail.maricopa.gov

Attorneys for Defendant Joseph Arpaio 

Bruce P. White 
Anne C. Longo 
Maricopa County Attorney 
Civil Division 
222 N. Central Ave., Suite 1100 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2206 
ca-civilmailbox@mcao.maricopa.gov

Attorneys for Defendant Richard M. Romley, MCA

Anne Cecile Longo 
Bruce P. White 
Mohave County Attorney 
315 N. Fourth Street 
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P.O. Box 7000 
Kingman, AZ 86402-7000 
longoa@mcao.maricopa.gov
ca-civilmailbox@mcao.maricopa.gov

Attorneys for Pima County Attorney

Daniel S. Jurkowitz 
Annette Atkins 
Susan Montgomery 
Pima County Attorney’s Office 
32 N. Stone Avenue, Suite 2100 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
daniel.jurkowitz@pcao.pima.gov
annette.atkins@pcaco.pima.agov
susan.montgomery@pcao.pima.gov

Attorneys for Pinal County Attorney

James P. Walsh 
Chris M. Roll 
Joe A. Albo 
Pinal County Attorney’s Office 
P.O. Box 887 
Florence, AZ 85132 
chris.roll@pinalcountyaz.gov
joe.albo@pinalcountyaz.gov

George E. Silva 
Sean Bodkin 
Santa Cruz County Attorney 
2150 N. Congress Drive, Suite 201 
Nogales, AZ 85621 
George Jacob Romero 
Office of the Yuma County Attorney 
250 W. 2nd Street, Suite G 
Yuma, AZ 85364-1419 
george.romero@co.yuma.az.us

Nicholas J. Enoch 
Jarrett J. Haskovec 
Lubin & Enoch, P.C. 
349 N. Fourth Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85003-1505 
nicholas.enoch@azbar.org

Attorneys for Cochise County Attorney and Cochise County Sheriff

EDWARD G. RHEINHEIMER 
COCHISE COUNTY ATTORNEY 
Britt W. Hanson 
Chief Civil Deputy County Attorney 
State Bar No. 012739 
P.O. Drawer CA 
Bisbee, AZ 85603 
bhanson@cochise.az.gov
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CVAttymeo@cochise.az.gov

Attorneys for Graham County Attorney

Kenneth A. Angle 
Graham County Attorneys Office 
800 W Main St 
Safford, AZ 85546 
kangle@graham.az.gov

Attorneys for Greenlee County Attorney

Michael W. McCarthy 
Greenlee County Attorney 
PO Box 1717 
Clifton, AZ 85533 
mmccarthy@co.greenlee.az.us

Attorneys for Mohave County Attorney

Robert A. Taylor 
Mohave County Attorneys Office 
PO Box 7000 
Kingman, AZ 86402-7000 
robert.taylor@co.mohave.az.us

Attorneys for Navajo County Attorney

Lance B. Payette 
Navajo County Attorney 
PO Box 668 
Holbrook, AZ 86025 
lance.payette@navajocountyaz.gov

Attorneys for Santa Cruz County Attorney

Sean A. Bodkin 
Law Office of Sean Bodkin 
4620 E Via Dona Rd 
Cave Creek, AZ 85331 
sean.bodkin@azbar.org

Attorneys for Yavapai County Attorney
Jack H. Fields 
Yavapai County Attorneys Office 
255 E Gurley St 
3rd Floor 
Prescott, AZ 86301 
jack.fields@co.yavapai.az.us

Attorneys for Amicus 

International Longshore and Warehouse Union 
Robert S. Remar 
Phil A. Thomas 
Leonard Carder LLP 
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1188 Franklin St., Sutie 201 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
rremar@leonardcarder.com
pthomas@leonardcarder.com

Attorneys for Amicus
 
International Longshore and Warehouse Union 
Miguel Marquez 
Tamara Lange 
Greta S. Hansen 
Anjali Bhargava 
Katherine Desormeau 
70 W. Hedding Street, East Wing, 9th Flr 
San Jose, CA 95110-1770 
miguel.marquez@cco.sccgov.org
tamara.lange@cco.sccgov.org
greta.hansen@cco.sccgov.org
anjali.bhargava@cco.sccgov.org
kate.desormeau@cco.sccgov.org

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae 

The County of Santa Clara, California; 
The City of Baltimore, Maryland; 
The City of Berkeley, California; 
The City of Los Angeles, California; 
The County of Los Angeles, California; 
The City of Minneapolis, Minnesota; 
The County of Monterey, California; 
The City of New Haven, Connecticut; 
The City of Palo Alto, California; 
The City of Portland, Oregon; 
The City of Saint Paul, Minnesota; 
The City and County of San Francisco, California; 
The City of San Jose, California; and 
The City of Seattle, Washington 
Joanna S. McCallum 
Gregory N. Pimstone 
Ronald G. Blum 
Lydia Mendoza 
Sirena Castillo 
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP 
11355 W. Olympic Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90064

City of San Francisco
Dennis J. Herrera 
Wayne Snodgrass
City Attorneys Office 
1221 SW 4th Ave 
Room 430 
Portland, OR 97204 

City of San Jose
Richard Doyle
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Nora Frimann
Ofc Of The City Attorney
City Of San Jose
200 E Santa Clara St
San Jose, CA 95113-1905

City of Seattle
Peter S. Holmes
600 4th Avenue, 4th Floor
P.O. Box 94769
Seattle, WA 98124-4769 
 
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae Legal Momentum 

Chirstopher B. Dupont 
Trautman Dupont, PLC 
1726 N. 7th Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85006 
dupontlaw@cox.net

Gregory N. Pimstone 
Lydia Mendoza
Joanna S. McCallum
Sirena Castillo
Manatt Phelps & Phillips LLP 
11355 W Olympic Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
gpimstone@manatt.com
jmccallum@manatt.com
lmendoza@manatt.com
scastillo@manatt.com

Ronald G Blum
Manatt Phelps & Phillips LLP 
7 Times Sq 
New York, NY 10036 
rblum@manatt.com

Attorneys for Amicus Curiae American Immigration Lawyers Association

Vikram K. Badrinath
Vikram Badrinath, P.C.
100 North Stone Ave., Ste. 302
Tucson, AZ 85701-1514
vbadrinath@aol.com

Cynthia Ann Aziz
Aziz Law Firm 
1804 East Blvd 
Charlotte, NC 28203 
cynthia@azizimmigrationlaw.com

Deborah S. Smith 
Law Office of Deborah S Smith 
7 W 6th Ave 

Case 2:10-cv-01061-SRB   Document 354    Filed 07/14/10   Page 19 of 26

AILA InfoNet Doc. No. 10061662. (Posted 06/16/10)



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

-20-

Ste 4M 
Helena, MT 59601 
deb@debsmithlaw.com

Russell Reid Abrutyn 
Marshal E Hyman & Associates 
3250 W Big Beaver 
Ste 529 
Troy, MI 48084 
rabrutyn@marshalhyman.com

Stephen W. Manning 
Immigration Law Group PC 
PO Box 40103 
Portland, OR 97240 
smanning@ilgrp.com

Maria E. Andrade
Andrade Law Office, Inc.
Of Counsel to The Huntley Law Firm
815 W. Washington St.
P.O. Box 2109
Boise, Idaho 83701
mandrade@huntleylaw.com

Attorneys for Amicus La Raza

Cesar A. Perales
Foster Maer
Jose L Perez 
Latino Justice PRLDEF 
99 Hudson St 
14th Floor 
New York, NY 10013 
cperales@latinojustice.org
fmaer@latinojustice.org
jperez@latinojustice.org

Charles F. Walker
James Neil Lombardo
Richard Louis Brusca
Stephanie Fleischman Cherny
Skadden Arps Slate Meagher & Flom LLP 
1440 New York Ave NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
charles.walker@skadden.com
neil.lombardo@skadden.com 
richard.brusca@skadden.com
stephanie.cherny@skadden.com
 
Attorneys for Amicus Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law

Jon Marshall Greenbaum 
Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law 
1401 New York Ave NW 
Ste 400 
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Washington, DC 20005 
jgreenbaum@lawyerscommittee.org

Mary Bridget Minder
Paul F Eckstein  
Perkins Coie Brown & Bain PA 
PO Box 400 
Phoenix, AZ 85001-0400 
Bminder@perkinscoie.com
Peckstein@perkinscoie.com

Attorneys for County of Los Angeles

Andrea Sheridan Ordin
Jennifer AD Lehman
Lawrence L Hafetz
Office of Los Angeles County Counsel 
648 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 W Temple St 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
aordin@counsel.lacounty.gov 
jlehman@counsel.lacounty.gov 
lhafetz@counsel.lacounty.gov 

Attorneys for City of Baltimore

George A Nilson
William Rowe Phelan , Jr
Baltimore City Department of Law 
100 Holliday St 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
george.nilson@baltimorecity.gov 
william.phelan@baltimorecity.gov

Attorneys for Amicus City of Berkeley

Zachary D. Cowan 
Berkeley City Attorneys Office 
2180 Milvia St 
4th Floor 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
zcowan@ci.berkeley.ca.us 

Attorneys for the American Bar Association

Andrew Silverman 
University of Arizona
College of Law
PO Box 210176
Tucson, AZ 85721-0176
silverman@law.arizona.edu

Carolyn B Lamm
White & Case LLP 
701 13th St NW 
Ste 600 
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Washington, DC 20005 
clamm@whitecase.com

Sara Elizabeth Dil 
Perry Krumsiek & Jack LLP 
PO Box 578924 
Chicago, IL 60657 
sdill@pkjlaw.com

Stephen N Zack
Boies Schiller & Flexner LLP 
100 SE 2nd St 
Ste 2800 
Miami, FL 33131 
szack@bsfllp.com 

Attorneys for Amicus City of Los Angeles

Carmen A Trutanich 
Los Angeles City Attorney
200 N Main St
915 City Hall East
Los Angeles, CA 90012
ctrutanich@lacity.org

Attorneys for First Amendment Coalition of Arizona

Elizabeth J. Kruschek 
Daniel C. Barr 
Perkins Coie Brown & Bain PA 
PO Box 400 
Phoenix, AZ 85001-0400 
Dbarr@perkinscoie.com
ekruschek@perkinscoie.com

Attorneys for City of Minneapolis

Peter William Ginder
Susan L Segal 
Minneapolis City Attorneys Office 
350 S 5th St 
City Hall Rm 210 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
peter.ginder@ci.minneapolis.mn.us 
susan.segal@ci.minneapolis.mn.us 

Attorneys for Monterey County

Charles J McKee 
William M Litt 
Monterey County Counsels Office 
168 W Alisal St 
3rd Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 
mckeecj@co.monterey.ca.us
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littwm@co.monterey.ca.us 

Attorneys for Amicus City of New Haven
Kathleen M Foster
Victor A Bolden
Vikki Cooper
Corporation Counsels Office City of New Haven 
165 Church St 
4th Floor 
New Haven, CT 06510 
kfoster@newhavenct.net 
vbolden@newhavenct.net 
vcooper@newhavenct.ne 

Attorneys for Amicus City of Palo Alto

Gary Michael Baum 
City of Palo Alto 
250 Hamilton Ave 
8th Floor 
Palo Alto, CA 95128 
gary.baum@cityofpaloalto.org

Attorneys for Amicus City of Portland 

Linda Meng 
City Attorneys Office - City of Portland 
1221 SW 4th Ave 
Room 430 
Portland, OR 97204 
linda.meng@portlandoregon.gov

Attorneys for Amicus City of Saint Paul
 
Gerald T Hendrickson 
Office of the City Attorney 
400 City Hall 
15 W Kellogg Blvd 
Ste 400 
St Paul, MN 55102 
jerry.hendrickson@ci.stpaul.mn.us

Attorneys for Amicus City of San Francisco
 
Dennis J Herrera
Wayne Snodgrass 
San Francisco City Attorneys Office 
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl 
Rm 234 City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
tara.collins@sfgov.org 
wayne.snodgrass@sfgov.org 

Attorneys for Amicus City of San Jose
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J. Richard Doyle
Nora V Frimann
Office of the City Attorney 
200 E Santa Clara St 
16th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113 
richard.doyle@sanjoseca.gov
nora.frimann@sanjoseca.gov

Attorneys for Amicus City of Seattle
 
Jean Boler
Peter S Holmes 
Seattle City Attorneys Office 
600 4th Ave 
4th Floor 
Seattle, WA 98124 
jean.boler@seattle.gov 
peter.holmes@seattle.gov

Attorneys for Amicus Arizona Attorneys for Criminal Justice
 
Adam Netel Bleier 
Sherick & Bleier PLLC 
222 N Ct Ave 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
adam@sherickbleier.com 

David Joseph Euchner 
David J Euchner Attorney at Law 
PO Box 85582 
Tucson, AZ 85754 
deuchner@comcast.net 

Louis S Fidel
Pima County Public Defender 
33 N Stone Ave 
21st Floor 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
loufidel@hotmail.com 

Matthew Harrison Green 
Law Offices of Matthew H Green 
382 S Convent Ave 
Tucson, AZ 85701 
mgreenh@mattgreenlaw.com 

Attorneys for Amicus Asian American Institute

Aileen Wheeler
Michael M Markman
Wendy L Feng 
Covington & Burling LLP 
1 Front St 
35th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
awheeler@cov.com

Case 2:10-cv-01061-SRB   Document 354    Filed 07/14/10   Page 24 of 26

AILA InfoNet Doc. No. 10061662. (Posted 06/16/10)



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

-25-

mmarkman@cov.com 
wfeng@cov.com 

Attorneys for Amicus Anti-Defamation League

Peter Shawn Kozinets
David Jeremy Bodney  
Steptoe & Johnson LLP 
201 E Washington St 
Ste 1600 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2382 
pkozinets@steptoe.com 
dbodney@steptoe.com

Attorneyrs for Amicus United Mexican States

Albert M. Flores 
Law Office of Albert M Flores 
337 N 4th Ave 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 
amflegal@aol.com

Carla Gorniak 
Dewey & LeBoeuf LLP 
1301 Ave of the Americas 
Ste 2826W 
New York, NY 10019 
cgorniak@dl.com

Christopher R Clark
Dewey & LeBoeuf LLP 
1301 Ave of the Americas 
Ste 2826W 
New York, NY 10019 
crclark@dl.com 

Henry L Solano 
Dewey & LeBoeuf LLP 
1301 Ave of the Americas 
New York, NY 10019 
hsolano@dl.com

Attorneys for Amicus American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee

Aileen Wheeler 
Covington & Burling LLP 
1 Front St 
35th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
awheeler@cov.com 

Attorneys for Amicus American Unity Legal Defense Fund, Inc.
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EXHIBIT

List of Resources Concerning Immigration Enforcement Programs

1. U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Programs: Office of State and

Local Enforcement, available at http://www.ice.gov/oslc/iceaccess.htm (last visited

July 13, 2010).  The ICE Office of State and Local Coordination developed the

ACCESS program in response to the widespread interest from local law enforcement

agencies who have requested ICE assistance through the Section 287(g) program.

This program cross-designates local officers to enforce immigration law as

authorized through § 287(g) of the Immigration and Nationality Act.  This bulletin

issued by ICE lists all the ICE ACCESS Support and Programs and provides

information on each.

2. http://www.ice.gov/partners/287g/Section287_g.htm - This link provides a

current list of states with a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) between local

law enforcement and ICE as authorized by “Delegation of Immigration Authority

Section 287(g) Immigration and Nationality Act.” 

3. http://www.ice.gov/pi/news/factsheets/criminal_alien_program.htm  - This

ICE bulletin highlights the Criminal Alien Program, which is responsible for

identifying, processing and removing criminal aliens incarcerated in federal, state and

local prisons and jails throughout the United States, preventing their release into the

general public by securing a final order of removal prior to the termination of their

sentences, when possible.

4. http://www.uscis.gov/portal/site/uscis/menuitem.eb1d4c2a3e5b9ac89243c6

a7543f6d1a/?vgnextoid=75bce2e261405110VgnVCM1000004718190aRCRD&v

gnextchannel=75bce2e261405110VgnVCM1000004718190aRCRD -  This USCIS

portal provides information about the E-Verify Program that allows businesses to

determine the eligibility of their employees to work in the United States.

5. 74 Fed. Reg. 51447 (Oct. 7, 2009) available at

http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2009/pdf/E9-24200.pdf  – Setting forth the Social

Security No-Match program.  This regulation provides the most recently amended

procedures for employers who receive no-match letters from the Social Security

Administration. Employers who do not follow the new rule will risk penalties for

hiring unauthorized workers.

6. http://www.ice.gov/sevis/  - This ICE website provides information about the
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joint system among the U.S. Department of State, U.S. Customs and Border

Protection, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, and U. S. Immigration and

Customs Enforcement for tracking foreign students upon entry to the United States.

7. Kaye, Re–Living Our Immigrant Past: From Hazelton to Arizona and Back

Again, Immigration Policy Center (Immigration Perspectives Series) May 2010,

a v a i l a b l e  a t

http://www.immigrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/docs/Jeffrey_Kaye_-

_Hazleton_052010.pdf  - This article outlines present-day patterns of economic

opportunity, ensuing migration, and the reactions of states and locales  to the influx

of newcomers.  The author describes these initiatives as recycled versions of old

stories. Kaye juxtaposes the heated rhetoric surrounding Hazleton’s 2006

immigration laws with those following Hazleton’s immigrant influx in the late 1800s.

While migrant workers’ countries of origins might differ, the anti-immigrant

arguments are the same.

8. Guttin, The Criminal Alien Program: Immigration Enforcement in Travis

County, Texas, Immigration Policy Center (Special Reports) (Feb. 2010) available

athttp://www.immigrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/docs/Criminal_Alien_Progr

am_021710.pdf  - This report provides a brief history and background of the CAP

program.  It includes a case study of CAP implementation in Travis County, Texas,

which finds that the program has a negative impact on communities because it

increases the community’s fear of reporting crime to police, is costly, and may

encourage racial profiling.

9. Immigration Policy Center, Local Enforcement of Immigration Laws Through

the 287(g) Program, (Just the Facts Series) (Apr. 2, 2010) available at

http://www.immigrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/docs/287g_fact_sheet_04021

0.pdf - This report summarizes recent reports finding that § 287(g) agreements are

costing localities millions of dollars to implement, while ICE provides little oversight

and support to the program. Additionally, crime-solving activities are compromised,

trust between police and community is eroding, and accusations of racial profiling

and civil rights violations are on the rise.  Furthermore, § 287(g) agreements are

being used as political tools that interfere with the kind of true community policing

that protect and serve our communities.

10. Immigration Policy Center, Q&A Guide to Arizona’s New Immigration Law:

What You Need to Know About the New Law and How It Can Impact Your State,

( J u n .  2 0 1 0 )  a t  8  ( S p e c i a l  Repo r t  se r i e s )  ava i la b l e  a t
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http://www.immigrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/docs/SB1070_Guide_060210

_1.pdf. -  Providing answers to questions about the impact of Arizona's SB1070 on

crime, community safety, and financial costs.

11. AILA, DHS Inspector General Report Exposes Abuses in State & Local

Immigration Enforcement, AILA InfoNet Doc. No. 10040238 (Apr. 1, 2010),

available at http://www.aila.org/content/default.aspx?docid=31684  - AILA calls for

the end of the § 287(g) programs due to the abuses by state and local law

enforcement.

12. Gardner & Kohli, The Cap Effect: Racial Profiling in the ICE Criminal Alien

Program, (Aug. 2009), The Chief Justice Earl Warren Institute on Race, Ethnicity

& Diversity at the University of California, Berkeley Law School available at

http://www.law.berkeley.edu/files/policybrief_irving_FINAL.pdf - This paper

describes biased-based enforcement of the Criminal Alien Program. Despite ICE’s

claim that the CAP program intends to target serious criminals for removal, with the

expansion and enhancement of CAP, it often misses its target and instead engages in

profiling and pretextual arrests.  

13. Rights Working Group & ACLU, The Persistence of Racial and Ethnic

Profiling in the United States, AILA InfoNet Doc. No. 09102169, (Aug. 2009) at

24-29 available at http://www.aclu.org/pdfs/humanrights/cerd_finalreport.pdf - This

document describes racial profiling through § 287(g) and ICE ACCESS programs.

14. Keck, Will others follow Arizona's lead on immigration? (Apr. 21, 2010),

a v a i l a b l e  a t

http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/04/21/arizona.immigration.bill/index.html

  -  This article raises the question of whether other states will follow in Arizona's

footsteps.  It describes the atmosphere created by SB1070’s stated policy of attrition

through enforcement as a climate of fear and desperation so that noncitizens will

self-deport.

15. Archibold, Arizona Enacts Stringent Law on Immigration, New York

Times, (Apr. 24, 2010) available at

www.nytimes.com/2010/04/24/us/politics/24immig.html  -  This article sets the

stage for a national debate between the punitive and the practical solutions to the

nation’s immigration issues. 
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