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Introduction
The Urban Institute has for years studied the unauthorized immigrant population, but for

themost part our research has focused on demographic trends, the incorporation of unauthorized
immigrants in the U.S. workforce, and the well-being of children with unauthorized parents.
Until the last few years, there has been little enforcement of laws that make it illegal for unau-
thorized immigrants to live and work in the United States. But following the events of Septem-
ber 11, 2001, and the creation of the Department of Homeland Security in 2002, U.S. policy has
moved rapidly toward increasing enforcement and criminalization of this population. While
most of the legal foundation for the current uptick in enforcement was grounded in legislation
enacted in 1996, if not before, there clearly was a sea change in the nation’s immigration enforce-
ment policies during the 2005-2008 period. With about twelve million unauthorized immi-
grants (including two million children) and an additional three million U.S.-born children of
unauthorized immigrants, these enforcement policies put an ever greater number of families
at risk of separation and other adverse consequences (Passel 2006).
The Urban Institute modified its research agenda somewhat to reflect the change in our

nation’s approach to enforcing immigration laws. Starting in 2005, the new Department of
Homeland Security began investing substantial new resources in arrests of unauthorized immi-
grants at their workplaces, as well as using Fugitive Operation Teams (FOTs) to arrest immi-
grants with outstanding deportation orders. In 2007, we investigated three of the largest worksite
raids Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) had conducted to that point, and published
a report that focused on the impact of parental arrest, detention, and deportation on children in
unauthorized families in these locations (Capps, Castañeda, Chaudry, and Santos 2007). ICE
arrested approximately 5,000 immigrants per year inworksite raids in fiscal years 2006-2008, about
ten times the pace of arrests by the old Immigration and Naturalization Service in its last year of
operation—2002.1 These worksite raids have received a lot of attention in the media and in Con-
gress recently, especially because of the large raids inMay 2008 in Postville, Iowa, and in August
in Laurel, Mississippi.
The 5,000 arrests in worksite raids, however, represent a small fraction of the nowmore than

275,000 arrests and deportations made annually by the Department of Homeland Security
(including by Customs and Border Protection (CBP) as well as by ICE).2 When compared to the
number of immigrants arrested in worksite raids by ICE, far more have been arrested, detained,
and deported by FOTs and by state and local law enforcement agencies (LEAs) that have signed
formal agreements with ICE granting them immigration authority, as authorized by Section
287(g) of the Immigration and Nationality Act. It is these memoranda of agreement (MOA)
between ICE and LEAs, known now as “287(g)s,” that are primary addressed here.
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The balance of this paper begins with a brief timeline and overview of the 287(g) program and
discusses some of the broad outlines of how it has been implemented to date. Then, for further
background, population and political trends that underlie the adoption of 287(g) programs across
the country are discussed. As part of our ongoing research, we are investigating the impact of immi-
gration raids at worksites on children in some new locations (including Postville) but also taking
a look at the impact of FOT raids inMiami as well as the 287(g) program now active in Northwest
Arkansas. Next presented are preliminary findings about the implementation of 287(g) in
Arkansas, based on a site visit there in June 2008. The paper concludes with policy recommen-
dations and general observations about potential impacts of 287(g) operations on cities, immigrant
communities, and children.

Overview of 287(g) Program
Section 287(g) of the Immigration and Nationality Act was enacted as part of the Illegal Immi-

gration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996. Themid-1990s were a period
of anti-immigrant sentiment that led to 1994 Proposition 187 in California (which denied unau-
thorized immigrants a range of public services) and of increasing enforcement along the U.S.
border, beginning with OperationHold the Line in El Paso in 1993. IIRIRA established the 287(g)
program in order to help INS expand its resources for interior enforcement—resources whichwere
at that timemuchmore limited than they are today. It is important to remember also that the 1996
law greatly expanded the categories of crime for which immigrants—both legal and unauthorized—
could be deported; reduced their appeal rights after arrest; and added lengthy bars on legal
reentry into the United State for those who are deported (Espenshade, Baraka, andHuber 1997).
The 1996 law was the primary legal foundation not only for the 287(g) program but also for
many of the tools and strategies that ICE uses today in enforcement. However, other than expan-
sions in CBP operations and somemodest increases in interior enforcement, the 1996 law did not
result in major immediate changes in immigration enforcement strategies.
If we turn specifically to the 287(g) program, the first agreement between the federal gov-

ernment and a LEA was not implemented until 2002, with the State of Florida (Figure 1).3 The
State of Alabama followed with an agreement in 2003, and there were a half dozen more agree-
ments implemented in 2005 and 2006 in Arizona, California, and North Carolina. But the pro-
gram really took off in 2007, with twenty-six LEAs signing on, and with twenty-eight more
joining the program during the first sevenmonths of 2008. According to ICE, in August 2008 there
were sixty-two active 287(g) programs, and about seventy-five more LEAs were on a waiting
list to execute agreements. By August 2008, more than 840 LEA officers had been trained under
the 287(g) program, and over 65,000 individuals were identified as being in the country “illegally”
between January 2006 and August 2008.
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State Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Name Type* Signed

AL AL State Police TFO 9/10/2003

AL Etowah County Sheriff's Office JEO 7/8/2008

AR Benton County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 9/26/2007

AR City of Springdale Police Department TFO 9/26/2007

AR Rogers Police Department TFO 9/25/2007

AR Washington County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 9/26/2007

AZ AZ Department of Corrections JEO 9/16/2005

AZ AZ Department of Public Safety TFO 4/15/2007

AZ City of Phoenix Police Department TFO 3/10/2008

AZ Maricopa County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 2/7/2007

AZ Pima County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 3/10/2008

AZ Pinal County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 3/10/2008

AZ Yavapai County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 3/10/2008

CA Los Angeles County Sheriff's Office JEO 2/1/2005

CA Orange County Sheriff's Office JEO 11/2/2006

CA Riverside County Sheriff's Office JEO 4/28/2006

CA San Bernardino County Sheriff's Office JEO 10/19/2005

CO CO Department of Public Safety TFO 3/29/2007

CO El Paso County Sheriff's Office JEO 5/17/2007

FL Bay County Sheriff's Office TFO 6/15/2008

FL Brevard County Sheriff's Office JEO 8/13/2008

FL Collier County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 8/6/2007

FL FL Department of Law Enforcement TFO 7/2/2002

FL Jacksonville Sheriff's Office JEO 7/8/2008

FL Manatee County Sheriff's Office JEO 7/8/2008

GA Cobb County Sheriff's Office JEO 2/13/2007

GA GA Department of Public Safety TFO 7/27/2007

GA Hall County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 2/29/2008

GA Whitfield County Sheriff's Office JEO 2/4/2008

MA Barnstable County Sheriff's Office JEO 8/25/2007

MA Framingham Police Department TFO 8/14/2007

FIGURE 1 (1 OF 2). 287(g) PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED AS OF AUGUST 2008

*TFO means that LEA officers were trained as Task Force Officers. JEO means that officers were trained as Jail
Enforcement Officers.
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State Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Name Type* Signed

MA MA Department of Corrections JEO 3/26/2007

MD Frederick County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 2/6/2008

MO MO State Highway Patrol TFO 6/25/2008

NC Alamance County Sheriff's Office JEO 1/10/2007

NC Cabarrus County Sheriff's Office JEO 8/2/2007

NC Cumberland County Sheriff's Office JEO 6/25/2008

NC Durham Police Department TFO 2/1/2008

NC Gaston County Sheriff's Office JEO 2/22/2007

NC Henderson County Sheriff's Office JEO 6/25/2008

NC Mecklenburg County Sheriff's Office JEO 2/27/2006

NC Wake County Sheriff's Office JEO 6/25/2008

NH Hudson City Police Department TFO 5/5/2007

NM NM Department of Corrections JEO 9/17/2007

OH Butler County Sheriff’s Office JEO/TFO 2/5/2008

OK Tulsa County Sheriff's Office JEO/TFO 8/6/2007

SC Beaufort County Sheriff's Office TFO 6/25/2008

SC York County Sheriff's Office JEO 10/16/2007

TN Davidson County Sheriff's Office JEO 2/21/2007

TN TN Department of Safety TFO 6/25/2008

TX Carrollton Police Department JEO 8/12/2008

TX Farmers Branch Police Deptartment TFO 7/8/2008

TX Harris County Sheriff's Office JEO 7/20/2008

VA City of Manassas Police Department TFO 3/5/2008

VA Herndon Police Department TFO 3/21/2007

VA Loudoun County Sheriff's Office TFO 6/25/2008

VA Manassas Park Police Department TFO 3/10/2008

VA Prince William County Police Department TFO 2/26/2008

VA Prince William County Sheriff's Office TFO 2/26/2008

VA Prince William-Manassas Adult Detention Center JEO 7/9/2007

VA Rockingham County Sheriff’s Office JEO/TFO 4/25/2007

VA Shenandoah County Sheriff’s Office TFO 5/10/2007

FIGURE 1 (2 OF 2): 287(g) PROGRAMS IMPLEMENTED AS OF AUGUST 2008

SOURCE:U.S. Immigration andCustomsEnforcement, Partners: Delegation of Immigration Authority Section 287(g) Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, August 18, 2008, available at http://www.ice.gov/partners/287g/Section287_g.htm.
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What are these 287(g) programs? Essentially they are memoranda of agreement between
LEAs and ICE that allow LEA officers to enforce immigration laws. LEAs designate officers for
training by ICE in, among other things, immigration laws, identification of potential unauthorized
immigrants, procedures for verifying documents, and use of databases to validate identities.
Once trained, the designated officers then return to their home jurisdictions where they continue
their roles as state or local law enforcement officials but are supervised by ICE agents whenever
conducting immigration enforcement activities. There are essentially two different types of
287(g) agreements—“Jail Enforcement” and “Task Force” models. They differ depending on the
type of LEAs that enter into agreements. Through Task Force agreements, designated officers (and
only designated officers) may check the legal status of arrestees at the scene of arrest or partic-
ipate with ICE agents in joint enforcement operations. The Task Force agreements generally
designate officers to check immigration status as part of their regular policing duties and spell out
which officers will become part of the Task Force. Jail Enforcement officers check the legal sta-
tus of inmates as they are booked into jail, and Jail Enforcement agreements are mostly between
ICE and county sheriffs’ offices.
As of August 2008, there were twenty-three LEAs with Task Force agreements, twenty-seven

with Jail Enforcement agreements, and another twelve with joint Task Force/Jail Enforcement
agreements (Figure 2). Forty-one county LEAs had adopted 287(g) programs, comparedwith just
eleven city and ten state agencies. All of the joint models and almost all of the Jail Enforcement
models were adopted by counties (as most of the jails in question are county jails), but the Task
Force models were fairly evenly distributed among cities, counties, and states.

SOURCE: U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Partners: Delegation of Immigration Authority Section 287(g)
Immigration and Nationality Act, August 18, 2008, available at http://www.ice.gov/partners/287g/Section287_g.htm.

Jurisdiction Task Force Programs Jail Programs Joint Programs Total

State 7 3 0 10

City 10 1 0 11

County 6 23 12 41

Total 23 27 12 62

FIGURE 2: TYPES OF 287(G) PROGRAMS AND PARTICIPATING AGENCIES
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Demographics of 287(g) Program Location
Where are 287(g) programs located? As Figure 1 shows, a majority of jurisdictions with these

programs (thirty-seven of them) are in southeastern states, with the greatest frequency in North
Carolina and Virginia. The Southwest is the other region of the country with a substantial num-
ber (18), including programs in Arizona, California, Colorado, and Texas. There are only five
programs in the Northeast (in Maryland, Massachusetts, and New Hampshire), and two in the
Midwest (in Ohio andMissouri). It should not be surprising overall that the Southwest has such
a high proportion of these programs, as that region of the country is closest to the U.S.-Mexico
border, and so the proportion of unauthorized immigrants in the foreign-born and total populations
is relatively high there. But why are there so many in the Southeast and so few in the rest of the
country?
If we look at recent patterns of immigration, the 287(g) programs are mostly located in states

with either substantial immigrant populations or with fast-growing immigration populations
(Figure 3). In 2000, two-thirds of all immigrants were located in just six “major destination”
states shown in blue: California, NewYork, Florida, Texas, Illinois, and New Jersey. These are the
states with the nation’s largest andmost diverse cities; they also have a decades-long tradition of
immigrant settlement. Half of these sixmajor destination states—California, Florida, and Texas—
had a combined total of thirteen 287(g) programs as of August 2008. In fact, these three states
accounted for almost half (46 percent) of the estimated unauthorized population in 2005.4

On the other hand, there were twenty-two “new growth” states (shown in red in Figure 3)
with foreign-born populations that grew faster than themajor destinations between 1990 and 2000,
led by North Carolina with a 275 percent increase. These states generally had very low or min-
imal immigrant populations in 1990, but by now all of them have substantial populations of new-
comers.
There are several demographic factors about new growth states that may cause anti-immigrant

backlash and lead to 287(g) implementation: relatively high shares of immigrants who are unau-
thorized and from Latin America, as well as a relatively low share who are citizens who can
vote. North Carolina is among the nine new growth states that have 287(g) programs, and the state
has eight such programs, more than any state except neighboring Virginia. There are forty-one
programs overall in new growth states, far more than in the traditional states (all of which have
much larger total populations). So clearly there is some correlation between rapid immigrant pop-
ulation growth and the implementation of 287(g). But there are also thirteen new growth states
without 287(g) programs, and seven states with 287(g) programs that are neither main desti-
nation nor new growth states. It is worth noting that most of the southeastern new growth states
have at least one 287(g) program, while none of the new growth states in the Midwest and
Northwest have any programs.
There are also some interesting geographic and demographic features worth noting in the

pattern of 287(g) location at the metropolitan level. There are just three major immigrant des-
tination cities with 287(g) programs: Houston, Los Angeles, and Phoenix. The other large cities
in the U.S. with longstanding immigrant populations (e.g., Dallas, Chicago, Miami, and New
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York) do not have 287(g) programs. Atlanta (Cobb County, GA) is the next largest city with a
287(g) program, but it has a relatively recent immigrant population (Singer 2004). Nashville
(Davidson County, TN), along with Durham and Raleigh (Wake County) in North Carolina, rep-
resent other large southeastern cities with 287(g) programs. The four 287(g) programs in Arkansas
are all located in the two northwestern-most counties in the state—Benton and Washington—
which together include almost half of the state’s immigrants (Capps, Henderson et al. 2007).
Thus many of the southeastern 287(g) programs are in cities with substantial and rapidly grow-
ing immigrant populations; however, some are in very rural areas as well (e.g., Shenandoah and
RockinghamCounties in Virginia). Closer to the nation’s capital, the jurisdictions with 287(g) pro-
grams are all in suburbs of Washington, DC with small but rapidly growing immigrant popula-
tions (Frederick County, Maryland; Herndon, Manassas, Loudon County, and Prince William
County, Virginia). The Dallas suburban areas of Farmers Branch and Carrollton County also
have 287(g) programs.
Two political scientists, Paul Lewis and Karthick Ramakrishnan (2007), analyzed the factors

that have led to the development of state and local legislation aimed at reducing the unauthorized
population. While they did not specifically model the development of 287(g)s, their findings
with regard to state and local legislation are informative. They found that immigrant popula-
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FIGURE 3: 1990-2000 IMMIGRATION GROWTH PATTERNS AND LOCATION OF 287(G) PROGRAMS ACROSS THE STATES
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tion sizes and recent growth rates were correlated with the legislation, but that the political
context was far more important. Republican Party affiliation was the single most important fac-
tor in predicting the passage of such laws. Thus it may be a combination of demographic and polit-
ical factors that are at play in promoting the proliferation of 287(g) programs. It appears that the
highest concentrations are in cities and suburban locations with new but rapidly growing immi-
grant populations in conservative states in the Southeast and Southwest. With the exception of
a handful of programs inMaryland and NewHampshire, there are no programs in the more lib-
eral areas of the Northwest, Midwest, or Northeast. In fact, almost half (fifteen out of the thirty-
one) states that went for GeorgeW. Bush in the 2004 presidential election have 287(g) programs,
compared with about a fifth (four out of nineteen) states that went for John Kerry.5

The 287(g) Program in Northwest Arkansas
Our field research in northwest Arkansas offers a little more detail with regard to the factors

underlying implementation, implementation itself, and some preliminary possible impacts.
Rogers and Springdale are located in the northwest corner of Arkansas, in Benton andWashington
Counties respectively. They are the home bases of two large U.S. corporations—Wal-Mart and
Tyson’s—that have been on the receiving end of immigration raids in recent years. Their immi-
grant populations were small in the 1980s but grew rapidly starting in the 1990s, and currently
Latino immigrants are about a quarter of total population and a third of the school-age popula-
tion in both locations (Capps, Henderson et al. 2007).
The original motivation for the program came from the mayor of Rogers (located in Benton

County), who campaigned on curtailing illegal immigration6 and championed a restrictive ordi-
nance targeting unauthorized immigrants. It was modeled after one in Hazleton, Pennsylvania,
before that ordinance was struck down in the courts.7 Once it became clear that a Hazleton-
style ordinance (mostly restricting housing and government services for unauthorized immi-
grants) eitherwould not pass orwould fail on implementation, themayor started to pursue a 287(g)
agreement.8 Due to lack of space to house unauthorized immigrants in Rogers’ facilities, Benton
County came on board. Around the same time, neighboringWashington County was building a
large jail, which has since become the main holding facility for immigrants arrested through
the program. Springdale also joined the agreement. In a somewhat unique arrangement, ICE
negotiated the 287(g) programwith all four jurisdictions (Rogers, Springdale, Benton County, and
Washington County) simultaneously.9 All four jurisdictions sent nineteen officers for training at
the same time, and established a joint Task Force/Jail Enforcement model across all four juris-
dictions.10

The mayor of Rogers was the driving force behind the creation of the program, but there was
reluctant support from other quarters in the area as well.11 Springdale proceeded somewhat
more cautiously and established a Hispanic advisory committee for its program.12 The primary
rationale behind asking for the programwas based on a perceived uptick in crime, which included
several gang-related incidents and the non-fatal shooting of a Rogers police officer by an unau-
thorized immigrant.13 Like themayor ofHazleton and other local leaderswho have promotedmeas-
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ures directed against unauthorized immigrants, the mayor of Rogers advocated the 287(g) pro-
gram as means to combat crime. Local leaders in Springdale also used the anti-crime argument
and, in public discussions with the Hispanic advisory committee, promised to focus solely on
deporting immigrants who committed serious crimes. Thus the rapid increase in the Latino
immigrant population, perceptions of a new crime wave among these recent immigrants, an
increase in county jail capacity, and the personal leadership of the mayor were the major driving
forces behind the pursuit of the 287(g) program in northwest Arkansas. Between October 2007,
when the program there was implemented, andMay 2008, over four hundred people had been
arrested and identified as unauthorized immigrants to be deported.14

Because the 287(g) program is a joint Task Force/Jail Enforcement model, some of those
immigrants were identified after they had already been arrested and booked at one of the county
jails. But on the Task Force side, there were a variety of different operations. The Rogers Police
Department has arrested a significant number of unauthorized immigrants through traffic vio-
lations, the most common of which is driving without a valid license. In some cases people were
picked up during routine traffic stops, but the department has also operated some roadblocks to
randomly check licenses.15 This practice has been controversial because Rogers was sued by the
Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund in 2001 for racial profiling against Lati-
nos during traffic stops.16 This suit was settled out of court, and the Rogers Police Department
agreed to adopt language in its regulations to avoid racial profiling and set up an advisory com-
mittee tomonitor compliance.17 However, local advocates have accused the department of revert-
ing to racial profiling during traffic stops since the 287(g) agreement was implemented. The
Springdale Police Department has reportedly made far fewer arrests of unauthorized immi-
grants during traffic stops than has Rogers.
Police from both Rogers and Springdale have also participated in investigations and raids on

worksites alongside ICE agents. The 287(g) Task Force there has concentrated heavily on iden-
tity theft and document fraud, much as ICE has across the country in recent large-scale worksite
raids, including the one in Postville in May 2008. The Task Force has focused on small-scale
investigations and, in the largest raid to date, arrested owners and about two dozen employees
of aMexican restaurant chain in the area.18 ICE and other federal agencies had begun this inves-
tigation before 287(g) was implemented, but the designation of Rogers and Springdale police
officers as immigration agents addedmanpower to the investigation and the raid, which took place
in December 2007.19

Many local advocates and some within the local governments of Rogers and Springdale have
questioned the implementation of the 287(g) program, as it has evolved from a focus on violent
and other serious criminals toward more routine violations and worksite enforcement. Many
local Latino leaders in Springdale were on board with the program originally, albeit reluctantly,
because they approved of a focus on deporting serious criminals. But as the net widened to
include traffic violations and it became clear that the designated Task Force officers were work-
ing on ICEworksite operations (such as the restaurant chain raid), many of the Latino leaderswith-
drew their support and began criticizing the program.20 Relations between the police and the Latino
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community deteriorated further during spring 2008 following a few well-publicized abuses by
a Task Force officer acting alone to question people about their legal status without probable cause
for an arrest. Then Task Force officers arrested an unauthorized immigrant while he was at an
elementary school picking up his son, which upset both the school district and the local Latino
community.
One of the most troubling aspects of ICE’s immigrant enforcement strategies generally, which

we have observed both in worksite operations and in the 287(g) arrests in Arkansas, is the secrecy
surrounding arrest and detention. Those immigrants arrested for a state or local violation were
given the same rights as any other arrestee—to a phone call and a lawyer. Information about all
of those arrested on state and local charges is available for immigrants, just as for any other
inmates at the county facility. But those immigrants arrested on federal charges such as identity
theft, or merely referred to ICE as an “administrative arrest” for deportation (because they com-
mitted no state or local crime), were generally not given access to a telephone, and often there was
no information at all available about them.
ICE generally only releases the numbers they assign unauthorized immigrants in detention,

not their names or locations. Many of those whowere not charged with a state or local violation
were moved out of Arkansas quickly, along with those who had served their sentence in the
county jail and were remanded to ICE custody. Although the federal government had jurisdic-
tion over this group of detainees, theywere originally arrested by local police officers inmost cases.
When they disappeared into the federal system, their family members, lawyers, and others had
difficulty locating and communicating with them. This increased the panic and sense of hope-
lessness among arrestees’ families, as they did not know thewhereabouts and could not verify the
safety and health of their loved ones.
During June 2008 when we visited Rogers and Springdale, there was anecdotal evidence that

the 287(g) program had led to strained relations between the police departments and local immi-
grant communities. There were anecdotes of crimes going unreported, though no hard evidence
that crime rates had increased. The school districts in Rogers and Springdale saw their enrollments
stabilize in 2007-08 for the first time following twenty years of rapid growth led by Hispanic
immigrants, and there was anecdotal evidence that large numbers of Latinos were leaving the area
for other parts of the U.S. Tax receipts began to decline and housing vacancy and foreclosures
increased. But like so much of the rest of the country, the area was experiencing a housing bust
(which in turn created a downturn in construction employment—amajor source of immigrants’
jobs), and so it is difficult to disentangle economic from enforcement effects. It is probably too
early to tell, but many local leaders (within and outside the local governments) believe that the
enforcement has taken an economic and social toll on the communities there.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Our research to date in Arkansas, though preliminary, suggests that LEAs should proceed

cautiously in entering into 287(g) agreements with ICE. Perhaps the first caution is that there
should be a broad base of local support for the program; too often it seems that one or a handful
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of local government leaders are promoting the programwithout broad-based support, as appeared
to be the case in Rogers.
Second, local community leaders including immigrants may support a 287(g) program if it is

directed at violent and other serious offenders, as they did initially in Springdale; however, their
support is likely to erode and distrust to grow between the community and the police if immigrants
are arrested for minor violations.
Third—and this is a very important factor for LEAs to consider—we were told that once

trained, the Task Force officers were directly supervised by an ICE agent, and that all Task Force
operations howeverminor had to be either initiated by or cleared by ICE. Thismeans that in effect
the Rogers and Springdale police departments were paying their staff to work for ICE, representing
a cost transfer from the federal to the local government. On the other hand, we also heard that
theWashington County Jail was reimbursed for housing those arrested on immigration charges,
and thus 287(g) may have brought a fiscal benefit to the county.
Fourth, both because ICE initiated worksite operations and because one officer tested the

boundaries of his authority, it appeared that the local police departments had lost somemeasure
of control over the actions of their officers.
Fifth, because of the large numbers of arrests (several hundred) over just a short period of

time (six months), a small wave of panic fell over the immigrant communities in Rogers and
Springdale. While their fear was not as great as what we found in communities with large-scale
single-day worksite raids (such as Postville, Iowa), nonetheless, this fear resulted in driving
some families out of the area and others into hiding, thereby somewhat reducing overall economic
activity.
Finally—and this was the major topic of our investigation—we have been documenting the

impacts on families and children when parents are arrested in immigration raids, including
those by the local police in Rogers and Springdale. In our previous work on ICE raids on work-
sites, we found that children suffer from separation from their parents (whichmay be prolonged
if parents are detained for several months); economic hardship after parents are arrested (bear-
ing in mind that unauthorized families, unlike most other families with incarcerated members,
are by and large ineligible for or afraid to seek public assistance); social isolation as fear and
panic grip immigrant communities and families go into hiding; and the social stigma associated
with racial profiling and the labeling of parents as “illegal.”
We have not yet investigated the longer-term impacts on children but are planning to do so both

in Arkansas and in our other study sites.We anticipate wemay also find that over time, these types
of enforcement strategies not only sow distrust between law enforcement agencies and immigrants
but also may lead immigrants’ children to distrust authority and despise the laws that govern our
country, which theymay rightfully perceive as unjust. This is the greatest long-run danger of our
current immigration enforcement regime—that it might create anti-social behaviors and increase
crime among immigrants and their children—and it is no less a danger when the enforcement is
conducted by local law enforcement than when conducted by federal authorities.
Given these tentative conclusions and the likelihood that the number, scope, and breadth of
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287(g) activities will increase substantially in the near future, the following recommendations to
state and local LEAs derive from our research:

� Establish a broad base of support for agreements before they are signed, and bring on board
leaders from local immigrant communities. Seek the input of local immigrant leadershipwhen
drafting the agreement and setting the parameters on enforcement, and meet with local
leaders regularly to monitor the program.

� Concentrate on deportation of immigrants already incarcerated (i.e., through the Jail
Enforcement model) and those who are arrested for very serious crimes. Do not extend
operations to include traffic and other routine violations.

� Avoid LEA involvement in potentially controversial worksite or other major ICE enforce-
ment operations; leave the federal law enforcement side to federal officers.

� Work out a supervision arrangement with ICE that allows greater control over operations
by the LEA, even if this requires tough negotiations with ICE or some overhaul of the pro-
gram at the federal level.

� Maintain control over individual officers that receive Task Force designation and disci-
pline those who step over the line.

� Establish and enforce prohibitions against racial profiling by designated Task Force officers
and be sure that the public is aware that racial profiling will not be tolerated.

� Be transparent with local leaders and the public about the types of arrests and operations
that Task Force officers are engaged in; provide data on numbers of arrests and allow fam-
ily members to visit loved ones who have been incarcerated (which is sometimes difficult
after people are moved into ICE custody). Providing accurate and timely information can
avoid the spread of rumors and panic, which may be detrimental both to law enforcement
and the local community.

� Provide resources for families whose members are arrested.Work with local schools, child-
care providers, health and social service agencies, and faith-based organizations to ensure
that they are aware of ongoing operations, get accurate and timely information about who
is arrested, and are able to locate and assist families and children as necessary.

Acknowledgments

The author would like to acknowledge Urban Institute colleagues Ajay Chaudry, Rosa Maria Castañeda, Juan
Pedroza, Robert Santos, and Katherine Matthews, who helped design and conduct the research that made this
paper possible. A number of local elected officials, police officers, community leaders, and immigrant families were
interviewed and gave their valuable input for this research project. The Urban Institute will release a full report on
the impact on immigrant families and children of the 287(g) program in Arkansas—along with the impact of federal
enforcement efforts—in early 2009.

APPENDIX F

Local Enforcement of Immigration Laws: Evolution of the 287(g) Program
and Its Potential Impacts on Local Communities



POLICE FOUNDATION | 167

APPENDIX A

Focus Group Summary

Endnotes
1 See U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, “Frequently Asked Questions About Worksite Enforcement,”
Fact Sheet, August 12, 2008, available at http://www.ice.gov/pi/news/factsheets/worksite.htm.
2 See U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, “FY 2007 Accomplishments,” Fact Sheet, January 2008, avail-
able at http://www.ice.gov/doclib/pi/news/factsheets/fy07accmplshmntsweb.pdf.
3 See U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, “Partners: Delegation of Immigration Authority Section 287(g)
Immigration and Nationality Act,” Fact Sheet, August 18, 2008, available at http://www.ice.gov/partners/287g/Sec-
tion287_g.htm
4 See PewHispanic Center, “Estimates of the Unauthorized Migrant Population for States based on the March
2005 CPS,” Fact Sheet, April 26, 2006, available at http://pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/17.pdf.
5 For a map of states that went for Bush versus Kerry in 2004, see Gastner, Michael, Cosma Shalizi, andMark New-
man, “Maps and cartograms of the 2004 US presidential election results,” University of Michigan, Department of
Physics and Center for the Study of Complex Systems, November 17, 2004, available at http://www-
personal.umich.edu/~mejn/election/.
6 “Stephen AllenWomackMayor with a mission,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette,November 25, 2001.
7 “Ordinance on aliens hits snag,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette,November 2, 2006.
8 “City’s Immigration Plan Stretches to Nation’s Border,” The Morning News (Northwest Arkansas), November 29,
2006.
9 “Regional Immigration Task Force Suggested, “The Morning News (Northwest Arkansas), July 4, 2007.
10 “19 area lawmen begin immigration training,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, August 22, 2007.
11 “Alderman says crack down on illegals, cites Rogers’ idea,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette,,November 15, 2006.
12 “Council favors chief’s bid for immigrant clout,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, April 7, 2007.
13 “Sides debate police training need,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette,March 4, 2007.
14 “Information Scarce on 287(g) Program: Task Force Officers Arrest 419 in First SevenMonths, “The Morning
News (Northwest Arkansas), May 14, 2008.
15 The Rogers MOAwith ICE specifically allows Task Force officers to check immigration status during routine
traffic enforcement operations, or after someone has been arrested for a traffic violation.
16 “Rogers Police dealings with INS focus of profiling suit,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette,December 22, 2001.
17 “Womack: Suit no issue in immigration enforcement training,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette,March 2007.
18 “Restaurateurs before court deny harboring illegals,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, January 15, 2008.
19 “Prosecutor: Bad Employers Prompt Raids, Activists Question Move Against Smaller, Hispanic-Owned Busi-
nesses, The Morning News (Northwest Arkansas), January 28, 2008.
20 “Hispanic leaders troubled by raids,” Arkansas Democrat-Gazette, January 13, 2008.

APPENDIX F

Local Enforcement of Immigration Laws: Evolution of the 287(g) Program
and Its Potential Impacts on Local Communities



168 | THE ROLE OF LOCAL POLICE: Striking a Balance Between Immigration Enforcement and Civil Liberties

APPENDIX A

Focus Group Summary

References
Capps, Randy, Rosa Maria Castañeda, Ajay Chaudry, and Robert Santos. (2007). “Paying the Price: The Impact of
Immigration Raids on America’s Children.” Research Report.Washington, DC: National Council of La Raza.

Capps, Randy, Everett Henderson, John D. Kasarda, James H. Johnson, Jr., Stephen J. Appold, Derrek L. Croney,
Donald J. Hernandez, andMichael E. Fix. (2007). “A Profile of Immigrants in Arkansas.” Research Report. Little
Rock, AR: Winthrop Rockefeller Foundation.

Espenshade, Thomas, Jessica Baraka, and Gregory Huber. (1997). “Implications of the 1996 Immigration andWel-
fare Reform Acts for U.S. Immigration.” Population and Development Review 23(4): 769-801.

Lewis, Paul, and Karthick Ramakrishnan. (2007). “Police Practices in Immigrant-Destination Cities: Political Con-
trol or Bureaucratic Professionalism?” Urban Affairs Review 42(6): 874-900.

Passel, Jeffrey S. (2006). “Size and Characteristics of the Unauthorized Migrant Population in the U.S.” Research
Report.Washington, DC: The PewHispanic Center.

Singer, Audrey. (2004). “The Rise of New Immigrant Gateways.” The Living Census Series.Washington, DC: The
Brookings Institution.

APPENDIX F

Local Enforcement of Immigration Laws: Evolution of the 287(g) Program
and Its Potential Impacts on Local Communities


