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Introduction and summary

The Trump administration is working aggressively to ramp up the role local
police and sheriffs’ departments play in immigration enforcement. One way it is
doing so is through a program called 287(g), which allows local law enforcement
agencies to partner with U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) to
enforce federal immigration laws. In 2017 alone, 29 jurisdictions enrolled in the
program—nearly doubling the number of jurisdictions training local police to act

as immigration agents."

The Trump administration did not create 287(g), but they are expanding it. In
doing so, they are ignoring the problems that have shrouded the program for as
long as it has existed, including complaints of racial profiling, discrimination, and

unreimbursed costs—not to mention myriad legal battles.?

The goal of this report is to provide data on the contributions that immigrants,
including unauthorized immigrants, make to localities with 287(g) agree-

ments, contributions that could be in jeopardy because of these agreements.
Unauthorized immigrants are long-time residents in communities across the
country and are inextricably linked to other community members, including
their children, their neighbors, and their employers. As individuals, they own and
operate businesses that are vital to their communities; they infuse the economy
with spending; and they generate tax revenue. All of these benefits that would
disappear if they were to leave the places they call home—either because they are
deported or choose to do so due to a hostile environment.® As additional local
officials look at the possibility of signing new 287(g) agreements, this research
should help inform those decisions as well as make clear what is at stake for com-

munities already embroiled in the program.
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In the 40 jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements
analyzed in this report:

==

More than 1.5 million Immigrant households Immigrant households
individuals live in generate $65.9 billion contribute $24.4 billion
mixed-status families. in spending power. in tax revenue annually.
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Methodology

The data in this report are presented in two sections. The first section includes
core demographic information on the foreign-born residents of jurisdictions
with 287(g) agreements—number of immigrants, both overall and unauthor-
ized; how long they have lived in the United States; and estimates of mixed-status
families (those with family members holding different legal status.) The report’s
second section quantifies the economic and fiscal contributions of immigrants
who live and work in jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements, calculating their rates
of business ownership and fiscal contributions in the form of tax revenue and
spending power. The terms foreign born and immigrants are used interchange-

ably throughout the report.

All data presented are from the U.S. Bureau of the Census’ American Community
Survey (ACS). The 2011-1S five-year ACS is used to provide a population
overview of all 57 cities and counties with 287(g) agreements, while three years
(2012,2013, and 2014) of pooled ACS microdata are used more for detailed
cross-tabulations. Due to geographic limitations, this more detailed data is only
presented for 40 of the jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements. Additionally, data
for Arizona and Massachusetts, the two states with 287(g) agreements that cover

the entirety of both states, is not presented.

Measures are presented for both all immigrants and unauthorized

immigrants specifically.
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287(g) overview

In 1996, the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act added
section 287(g) to the Immigration and Nationality Act, creating an avenue for

local law involvement in immigration enforcement.*

The initial wave of 287(g) agreements were signed into effect in the late 2000s,
coinciding with a period of growth for immigrant communities in many of

the jurisdictions.® In many suburban and rural communities, especially in the
Southeast, job growth attracted new residents—including many Latino immi-
grants—to historically white places. Some residents were not prepared for the
rapid demographic shift and the perceived impacts (such as overcrowded housing
and increased traffic congestion) on their daily lives. In attempt to limit the num-
ber of immigrants living in their communities, they pressured their local govern-
ments to take action to limit these changes to their community.® It was in this
political and social environment that 287(g) agreements targeting unauthorized
immigrants became a popular avenue. In 2012, more than 70 287(g) agreements
were in effect.” Between 2006 and 2013, more than 175,000 immigrants were

deported as a result of the program.®

Historically, there were three types of 287(g) agreements: jail models, task force
models, and hybrid models. Under the jail model, local law enforcement officers
could perform immigration duties for individuals booked into jails. Under the task
force model, officers could perform enforcement duties in the community at any
time. As the name suggests, hybrid models included both types.” Task force and

hybrid models were discontinued in 2012, leaving only jail model agreements.

Local immigration enforcement policies, including 287(g) agreements, have
chilling effects throughout and beyond immigrant communities.'” A 2012 survey
of U.S. Latinos—regardless of citizenship status—found that 44 percent were
less likely to contact the police if they were the victim of a crime out of fear that
law enforcement would inquire about their immigration status and the immi-

gration status of people they know. Thirty-eight percent reported feeling under
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heightened suspicion now that local law enforcement is more entangled in the
work of federal immigration enforcement authorities; that rate was even higher
for Latino immigrants without legal status." Policies targeting unauthorized
immigrants have far-reaching consequences for public safety if they make the
wider Latino or immigrant community less likely to report crimes—a trend
that has drawn comments from police chiefs in Los Angeles, Houston, and Salt
Lake City in 2017 and is borne out in the data in other cities.'> One study of the
Frederick County, Maryland, agreement between ICE and the sheriff’s office
analyzing arrest patterns found a chilling effect on crime reporting, specifically

between Latinos and the city police department.'®

Since its inception, critics of 287(g) have voiced concerns that the program
institutionalizes racial profiling and questionable police conduct. In 2010, the
U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Office of Inspector General
found that some jurisdictions were acting as a task force model despite only hav-
ing authority in a jail setting. Moreover, researchers at the University of North
Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC) reported that deputized 287(g) officers in one
jurisdiction with a jail model targeted drivers and passengers via traffic check-
points near Latino churches and soccer fields, profiling the group." In 2011,

the DHS terminated the Maricopa County, Arizona, 287(g) agreement after a
U.S. Department of Justice (DO]J) investigation found what it determined was a
“pattern or practice of wide-ranging discrimination against Latinos.”'* A separate
lawsuit challenging then-Sheriff Joe Arpaio’s conduct, both while the 287(g)
agreement was in place and after it was rescinded led to multiple court injunc-
tions, including one based on the court’s conclusion that the Maricopa Sheriff’s
Office engaged in racial profiling.'® (Although President Donald Trump later par-
doned Arpaio for his criminal contempt of the court’s injunctions, the trial judge
did not vacate the finding of guilt.)"” Furthermore, a 2012 DOJ investigation
found evidence of racial profiling against Latinos under the 287(g) agreement in

Alamance County, North Carolina.'®

There is also a question over who becomes ensnared under 287(g) agreements.

A 2011 report from the Migration Policy Institute found that approximately half
of detainers issued as a result of 287(g) agreements were for misdemeanors and
traffic offenses.'” A 2010 report from UNC found that 87 percent of those detained
in North Carolina were charged with misdemeanors.*® More recently, the Naples
Daily News reported that three-quarters of immigrants transferred to ICE under the

Collier County, Florida, 287(g) agreement were for “misdemeanor traffic offenses.”!
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287(g) agreements have also been criticized for the amount of money that they
cost jurisdictions.”” Law enforcement agencies, and thus taxpayers, are responsible
for the startup costs, including sending officers to ICE trainings, the administra-
tive costs associated with 287(g), and overtime pay for officers who perform
immigration-related tasks instead of their actual police duties.”® In addition, costly
legal battles around issues of racial profiling—at the jurisdiction’s expense—have
been numerous, providing further evidence that 287(g) agreements are a financial

burden to jurisdictions, potentially costing taxpayers millions of dollars each year.**

Several factors, including community pushback, concerns about police and
immigrant relations, and the cost of 287(g) agreements led to their revocation in
jurisdictions across the United States. Other jurisdictions cite the concerns as a

reason to not sign 287(g) agreements in the first place.”

The DHS has institutionalized other efforts to engage local law enforcement
agencies in immigration enforcement, efforts that can make 287(g) a force
multiplier in jurisdictions with multiple local enforcement programs. Secure
Communities—a nationwide information-sharing program between law enforce-
ment agencies, the FBI, and the DHS—makes this issue especially salient.?
Under Secure Communities, law enforcement agencies share fingerprints of
individuals arrested with the FBI, who then shares them with the DHS to check if
an individual has legal status in the United States. With this information, the DHS
often requests that the individual be held for further detention. Jurisdictions can-
not opt out of this information sharing—it is mandatory—but they can opt out of
honoring ICE detainer requests. Secure Communities means that ICE is already
alerted to any immigrant in law enforcement custody who DHS has previously
encountered. 287(g) agreements allow local law enforcement officers to begin an
immigration investigation or choose to begin deportation proceedings on their
own. To go even a step further, under 287(g) task force models, officers deputized
under 287(g) could conduct immigration patrols, and many used this authority
to set up checkpoints in communities.”” In 2012, citing Secure Communities, ICE

ended all existing agreements that were task force and hybrid models.*®

As a candidate, Donald Trump made immigration enforcement an anchor of his
campaign, and the Trump administration has wasted no time in cracking down on
immigrant communities. Immigration arrests increased 42 percent during Trump’s
tenure in fiscal year 2017 compared with the same time period in fiscal year 2016.
Compared with fiscal year 2016, the share of immigrants arrested in fiscal year

2017 with a criminal conviction declined.”® One component of this ramped up
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enforcement regime is an expansion of 287(g) agreements. The 29 new agree-
ments include several counties with notorious law enforcement issues, including
Waller County, Texas, which failed to meet state reform standards after the death
of Sandra Bland in 2015, and Knox County, Tennessee, which had its previous
application denied because of police misconduct.** While all agreements in place,
as well as new agreements, have been jail models, numerous jurisdictions have

expressed interest in reviving the task force model agreements.’'

Furthermore, in July 2017, Thomas Homan, acting director of ICE, signaled the
administration’s desire to “triple those agreements by the end of the year?> As of
January 1, 2018, there were 59 signed agreements covering three cities, 54 coun-
ties, and two states as well as more than 1,800 law enforcement officials. Dozens of

additional jurisdictions have expressed interest in joining the program.*
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Demographic snapshot
of jurisdictions with
287(g) agreements

Basic demographics

Author’s note: All data in this section are author calculations based on U.S. Bureau of

the Census data. They are all available in Table A1, where they are sourced.

Jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements range widely in terms of their demograph-
ics—they are scattered across the nation; are found in places urban and rural;

and have immigrant communities both large and small. For the most part, 287(g)
jurisdictions are largely located in the Southeast United States as well as in Texas.
These jurisdictions range greatly in terms of the size of their immigrant commu-
nities. Tarrant County, Texas, for example, ranks as the largest jurisdiction, with
more than 1.9 million residents, 302,000 of whom were born in another coun-
try. At the other end of the spectrum, four counties in Texas—Goliad, Refugio,
DeWitt, and Jackson Counties—each have fewer than 1,000 foreign-born resi-
dents. Approximately 6 percent of immigrants in the United States live in the 57
cities and counties with 287(g) agreements, 10 percent when you include Arizona

and Massachusetts, the two states with state-wide 287(g) agreements.
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FIGURE 1
Jurisdictions with signed 287(g) agreements, as of January 1, 2018

Note: Jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements are blue. Arizona and Massachusetts, the two states with 287(g) agreements, are outlined in blue.

Source: U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, "287(g) Results and Participating Entities," available at https://www.ice.gov/287g (last accessed January 2018).

Just as the size of the immigrant community varies in jurisdictions with 287(g)
agreements, so too does the share of the population that is foreign-born—rang-
ing from 2 percent in Goliad County, Texas, to 42 percent in Hudson County,
New Jersey. Most jurisdictions that enroll in 287(g) agreements—4S5 of 57—have
smaller concentrations of immigrants than the U.S. average. Conversely, tradi-
tional immigrant-receiving communities, or those with large shares of foreign-
born residents, do not have 287(g) agreements in place. The general theory is that
these communities have a longer history with immigrants and tend to be more

comfortable with their presence.
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On March 2, 2018, Hudson County, New Jersey, terminated their 287(g) agreement. In
a county where more than 40 percent of residents are foreign-born, advocacy groups
on the ground had long fought back against the agreement.>* The county executive
cited state bail reform as the reason for the change, but one freeholder—the term
for county elected officials in New Jersey—specifically mentioned the Trump admin-
istration’s position on immigrants as a contributing factor.3® Home to nearly 75,000
unauthorized immigrants, 19 percent of the county’s population lives in mixed-status
families. Immigrants own 3,800 businesses, generate $8 billion in spending power, and
contribute $3.3 billion to federal, state, and local taxes each year. At the time of data
analysis, Hudson County had a signed 287(g) agreement. Throughout the report, data
is presented for the jurisdiction.

Atits peak in 2012, 10 percent of the nation’s immigrants lived in cities and
counties with 287(g) agreements, 27 percent when including states with 287(g)
agreements.* With the end of task force and hybrid 287(g) models, that share
declined substantially. While the number of 287(g) agreements is multiplying
under the Trump administration, the expansion is happening in less populous

places, both in terms of overall population and immigrant populations.

According to the 2015 five-year ACS, 38 percent of people in the United States
are non-Hispanic white. Looking at 287(g) communities more broadly, slightly
more than half of these communities have populations that are more diverse
than the United States as whole and slightly less than half have populations that

are less diverse.

Data on unauthorized immigrants is available for 40 jurisdictions with 287(g)
agreements.”’ All but one (Clay County, Florida) of these locales have unauthor-
ized immigrant populations larger than 1,000 individuals. In the United States,

unauthorized immigrants make up 3.4 percent of the U.S. total population.

Jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements in Southeastern states, such as Georgia,
North Carolina, and South Carolina, as well as Texas, tend to have higher shares
of immigrants who lack legal status. Jurisdictions in Northern states, such as
Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Maryland, tend to have lower shares of unauthor-
ized immigrants, as does Florida. Places with above average shares of immigrants
also had above average shares of unauthorized immigrants, while the picture was

mixed for places with smaller than average shares of foreign-born residents.
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In more than half of jurisdictions with 287(g), unauthorized immigrants make
up a smaller share of the population compared to the United States. Conversely,
jurisdictions with both large shares of immigrants and large shares of immigrants
who are unauthorized see that reflected in their overall population. For example,
more than 1-in-10 residents in Hall County, Georgia; Hudson County, New
Jersey; and Whitfield County, Georgia are unauthorized. Regardless of the size of
the unauthorized immigrant community in a place, studies show that fear of immi-
gration enforcement drives down crime reporting—not only from unauthorized
immigrants but also from Latinos more broadly, making entire communities less
safe.’® And although unauthorized immigrants make up a small share of residents
in most 287(g) jurisdictions, the impacts communities will feel from local law
enforcement participation with ICE will be far more significant and widespread

and will immediately affect a much larger community.*

Length of time in the United States

Immigrants have longer histories in places with 287(g) agreements than one
might anticipate. The median length of time an immigrant has been in the United
States based on the data set used for this report is 17 years; 11 years for unau-
thorized immigrants. In all 40 of the 287(g) jurisdictions, more than half of the
foreign-born community has been in the United States for 15 years or more. Not
one of the jurisdictions has an immigrant population with a median length of

residency less than 10 years.

When looking at unauthorized immigrants specifically, it is striking how long
these community members have lived in the United States: 60 percent for more
than 10 years. Only one jurisdiction—Clay County, Florida—has a median num-

ber of years in the United States less than five years.

These findings certainly challenge the notion that unauthorized immigrants do
not have long-term histories with their respective communities and, in turn, sug-
gests that these agreements affect people with deep ties in these jurisdictions.” In
many 287(g) jurisdictions, the median length of time immigrants have lived there

mirror the overall U.S. stats.

Looking at median length of time in the United States and the dates on which most
agreements were signed, it appears that most jurisdictions entered into 287(g)

agreements in the years immediately following the initial arrival of immigrants, and

11 Center for American Progress | What's at Stake



these individuals remain in these communities to this day. While ICE lists all current
287(g) agreements as being signed in 2016 and 2017, many of these dates represent
agreement renewals. The bulk of 287(g) agreements were originally signed between
2007 and 2009—which the analysis of time in the United States suggests is just a
few years after the arrival dates.” However, given these trends, two things remain
unexplained and are questions that policymakers, advocates, and elected officials in

areas considering 287(g) agreements should answer:
* First, why are new, relatively small jurisdictions signing up for 287(g) agreements?

* Second, given that they are targeting groups of individuals who have been
a part of the community for more than a decade, why do places continue to
re-enroll in 287(g)?

This complicates the prevailing narrative that 287(g) agreements are a response to

shifting demographics.*

Mixed status families

Beyond the length of time they have lived in the United States, a stronger measure
of unauthorized immigrants’ ties to their communities can be seen in their mixed-
status families. Across the United States, more than 10.8 million people live in the
same household as an unauthorized family member, representing 4 percent of all
households. Approximately 6.2 million young people under the age of 18, repre-
senting 8 percent of all youth, live in mixed-status families. Rates of mixed status
families in 287(g) jurisdictions are particularly high in Hall County, Georgia, at
30 percent, and Whitfield County, Georgia, at 26 percent.

Collectively, unauthorized immigrants and their families make up 7 percent of the
total U.S. population. A ratio can help put these numbers in perspective: Across
the United States, 69 out of every 1,000 people live in mixed-status families. For
jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements, this value ranges from 10 out of every 1,000
to 213 out of every 1,000 people. In total, more than 1.5 million individuals live in

mixed-status families across the 40 jurisdictions described in this report.

Families in the immigrant community are made up of citizens, legal residents,
and those lacking legal status, complicating the argument that lawfully present

immigrants and U.S. citizens have nothing to worry about when it comes to
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immigration enforcement. Make no mistake—policies that target immigrants
without legal status also harm native-born citizens. Children living in mixed
status families are particularly vulnerable after a parent’s detention and depor-
tation, which most often results in the loss of the family’s primary earner.*
Negative effects, such as emotional and behavioral consequences—including
anxiety and depression; economic and housing instability; and declines in

school performance—all stem from the forced separation.*
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Economic and fiscal contributions
of immigrants in jurisdictions with
287(g) agreements

Beyond longstanding ties to families and the community, additional reasons 287(g)
agreements are not smart and potentially disruptive come down to financial strain.
In creating hostile environments for immigrants and their families, jurisdictions
that pursue 287(g) jeopardize economic gains that come from business ownership,

spending power, and tax revenue attributed to foreign-born residents.

Research on Arizona’s 2007 anti-immigrant legislation can be used as an illustra-
tive comparison of the economic effects that accompany an exodus of immigrants
from a given locality. The Public Policy Institute of California estimates the Legal
Arizona Workers Act—which mandated the use of E-Verify by employers in the
state and imposed state licensing penalties on employers who knowingly hire
unauthorized workers—resulted in 17 percent of Latino immigrants leaving the
state and a shift for those who remained from the formal economy to the under-
ground economy.” Moody’s Analytics found that the number of immigrants leav-
ing Arizona was responsible for a 2 percent reduction in the state’s GDP each year

from 2008 to 2015 as well as a lower employment rate.*

Business owners

Immigrants are more likely than those who were born in the United States to own
their own business.”” Immigrants represent 17 percent of the labor force but 19
percent of business owners. The Fiscal Policy Institute’s (FPI) recent work has
shone a light on immigrants’ even larger role in what David Dyssegaard Kallick of
FPI calls “Main Street businesses.”** Data from 2012 to 2014 indicates that these
places—"“shops and services that are the backbone of neighborhoods around the
country,” including restaurants, grocery stores, dry cleaners, gas stations, and the

like—are disproportionately owned by immigrants, at 29 percent.
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The effects of “Main Street businesses” extend beyond the revenue from the stores
and services themselves, as they are, according to FPI, “[P]laying a critical role in
making neighborhoods attractive places to live and work.”* Additionally, immi-

grant-owned businesses create millions of jobs for native-born workers.*°

TABLE 1
Foreign-born business ownership in jurisdictions
with 287(g) agreements

Foreign-born Foreign-born “Main

Jurisdiction business owners Street” business owners

Number Share Number Share
Anne Arundel County, Maryland 1,000 1%
Butler County, Ohio 1,100 25%
Cobb County, Georgia 2,600 16% 800 29%
Collier County, Florida 3,000 25% 500 29%
East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana 600 8% 300 23%
Galveston County, Texas 500 19%
Gwinnett County, Georgia 1,900 33%
Hall County, Georgia 500 16%
Harford County, Maryland 300 8%
Horry County, South Carolina 500 10%
Hudson County, New Jersey 3,800 44% 1,300 59%
Jacksonville, Florida 3,400 19% 1,000 33%
Knox County, Tennessee 700 1% 500 40%
Las Vegas, Nevada 7,300 27% 1,800 35%
Mecklenburg County, North Carolina 3,600 18% 900 29%
Monmouth County, New Jersey 2,500 19% 700 31%
Montgomery County, Texas 800 14%
Pasco County, Florida 1,600 19% 600 40%
P T % 0 70%
Tarrant County, Texas 5,800 24% 2,200 47%
Wake County, North Carolina 3,200 16% 600 19%
Yavapai County, Arizona 400 10%
United States 989,500 19% 261,800 29%

Note: The analysis is based on respondents’ place of work, not their residence. The measure captures those who are self-employed in an
incorporated business."Main Street” businesses are classified as the following North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) sectors:
retail; accommodation and food services; and neighborhood services—beauty salons, barber shops, nail salons, dry cleaners, and car washes.
Data not available for all jurisdictions.

Source: Author’s analysis of 2012, 2013, 2014 Center for Migration Studies (2014) Estimates of the Unauthorized Population. Data set based
on the augmented American Community Survey data files hosted by IPUMS (Integrated Public Use Microdata Series), 2010 to 2013. Steven

Ruggles and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 7.0" (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2017), available at https://doi.
0rg/10.18128/D010.V7.0.
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Immigrants make outsized contributions as business owners in many jurisdictions
with 287(g) agreements.” Immigrants own more than one-third of businesses in
Hudson County, New Jersey, Prince William County, Virginia, and in Gwinnett
County, Georgia. In each of the 13 of the jurisdictions analyzed, immigrants own
more than 1,000 businesses that could be threatened by 287(g) agreements.
Foreign-born business owners represent more than one-third of the local-serving
Main Street businesses in Prince William County, Virginia, Hudson County, New

Jersey, Tarrant County, Texas, Knox County, Tennessee, and Las Vegas, Nevada.

Spending power and tax revenue

Another major economic contribution that immigrants make to their communi-
ties as well as the United States comes in the form of spending power and tax
revenue. Immigrants pay taxes, but they also infuse money into their local econ-
omy as they procure goods and services, benefiting all residents regardless of their
nativity. Again, as immigrants make the decision to leave a hostile environment,

the spending power and tax revenue that they generate also disappears.

Based on methodology developed by New American Economy, in these 40
jurisdictions, households with unauthorized adults have a collective $14.7 billion
in spending power.*” In addition, they contribute $3.1 billion in federal taxes and

$1.7 billion in state and local taxes annually.®

At the even broader level of all households with a foreign-born adult, the

40 jurisdictions profiled here stand to lose $65.9 billion in spending power.
Collectively, immigrant households in these jurisdictions are responsible for
$17.3 billion in federal tax revenue and $7.1 billion in state and local tax revenue
annually. Jurisdictions with above average share of contributions compared to
the United States at large include Hudson County, New Jersey; Prince William
County, Virginia; Las Vegas, Nevada; Gwinnett County, Georgia; Whitfield
County, Georgia; Cobb County, Georgia; Collier County, Florida; Tarrant
County, Texas; and Monmouth County, New Jersey.

Communities that have or pursue 287(g) agreements put these financial gains at
risk. In one study, immigrant families’ incomes fell by 70 percent after a parent

was detained.>* While this can be devastating to a family, the repercussions extend
beyond the family unit. Researchers from the University of North Carolina found
that, in the wake of a 287(g) agreement, business owners in Latino neighborhoods
in a 287(g) jurisdiction noted declines in the number of Latino customers as well as
their spending.
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Conclusion

Under the Trump administration, ICE eliminated the use of prosecutorial
discretion, no longer focusing its limited enforcement resources on high-
priority individuals.*® With elimination of prosecutorial discretion, ICE has
regressed, arresting far more people without criminal convictions while local
law enforcement officials take on even greater roles in the federal government’s
deportation force. Perhaps the most egregious breach of these standards is the
287(g) program, which goes beyond other immigration enforcement programs
by turning local police officers and sherift’s deputies into ICE personnel. At
best, 287(g) agreements intensify federal enforcement efforts and send an
adversarial message to the country’s foreign-born residents; at worst they are
mechanisms for discrimination that jeopardize large swaths of the communities

that participate.

As of January 1, 2018, 59 jurisdictions had 287(g) agreements, a number the
Trump administration wants and fully expects to expand. In fact, since comple-
tion of this report’s data analysis, an additional 17 jurisdictions announced
signed 287(g) agreements, bringing the total to 75, factoring in Hudson
County’s decision to terminate its agreement.”” Before community leaders
make the decision to pursue or sign a 287(g) agreement, they should take into
account this report’s demographic and economic data, which shows there is

much at stake if the immigrant community disappears.
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Appendix

Two types of ACS data are presented in this report. The first is the 2011-
15 pretabulated data, accessed via the U.S. Bureau of the Census’ American
FactFinder. This dataset includes population estimates for all 59 jurisdictions

with 287(g) agreements.

All other cross-tabulations presented in this report come from pooling three years
of ACS microdata (2012, 2013, and 2014), provided by the Center for Migration

Studies of New York, which estimates the legal status of foreign-born respondents.**

There are several reasons the data are not available for all jurisdictions. Microdata
is available in geographies called public use microdata areas (PUMAs), which
presents some limitations. First, PUMAs have a population threshold of 100,000,
so counties with fewer than 100,000 people will be combined with other coun-
ties. Second, places larger than 100,000 people are constructed from multiple
PUMAES, but they do not always align perfectly with city or county boundaries.
PUMAs are assigned to a city or county if more than half of the population living
in the PUMA live in the jurisdiction in question. The PUMAs are then aggregated,
and an error rate is created, measuring the share of people who are incorrectly
included or excluded. This report presents data for jurisdictions with error rates
lower than 15 percent. Given the nature of these PUMA “building blocks,” places

that are excluded are typically home to a small foreign-born population.

Length of time in the United States reported is the median and corresponds with
the survey year for each of the three years.

The methodology for mixed status families is derived from the Center for American
Progress’ “Keeping Families Together” report.”” The original methodology includes
only households of two or more people but includes all immigrants regardless of
legal status. This analysis instead counts unauthorized immigrants and anyone who

has an unauthorized family member in the same household in this measure.
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Business ownership—in particular Main Street businesses—is adapted from
Fiscal Policy Institute methodology. The analysis is based on place of work instead
of respondents’ residence to specifically focus on businesses located in a jurisdic-
tion rather than workers who live there but may own businesses elsewhere. Both
place of work and place of residence analyses were run, with results being similar.
The measure captures those who are self-employed in an incorporated business.
Main Street businesses are classified as the following North American Industry
Classification System (NAICS) sectors: retail, accommodation and food services,
and neighborhood services (beauty salons, barber shops, nail salons, dry cleaning,

and car washes).

Tax revenue and spending power is adapted from New American Economy
methodology. Foreign-born households include any household with a foreign-
born adult in the labor force; unauthorized households include any household
with a foreign-born adult without legal status in the labor force. Income quintiles
are based on household income. Federal tax rates come from the Congressional
Budget Office’s 2016 estimates, and state tax rates come from the Institute on

Taxation and Economic Policy.

Detailed jurisdictional data for all measures can be found in the accompanying
data tables.
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TABLE A1
Characteristics of residents in jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements

Residents who Residents who
Jurisdiction Total number are white are foreign born
of residents

Number Share Number Share
Anne Arundel County, Maryland 555,280 392,444 71% 45,033 8%
Aransas County, Texas 24,292 16,581 68% 1,440 6%
Benton County, Arkansas 238,198 178,691 75% 27,182 11%
Bristol County, Massachusetts 552,763 465,443 84% 68,061 12%
Butler County, Ohio 372,538 309,123 83% 19,498 5%
Cabarrus County, North Carolina 188,375 131,169 70% 14,406 8%
Calhoun County, Texas 21,666 9,546 44% 2,262 10%
Cape May County, New Jersey 95,805 82,334 86% 5,346 6%
Chambers County, Texas 37,251 25,470 68% 3,859 10%
Charleston County, South Carolina 372,904 235,661 63% 18,650 5%
Clay County, Florida 197,417 148,325 75% 13,915 7%
Cobb County, Georgia 719,133 391,063 54% 112,125 16%
Collier County, Florida 341,091 220,021 65% 79,198 23%
DeWitt County, Texas 20,540 11,571 56% 601 3%
East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana 444,690 204,045 46% 22,921 5%
Etowah County, Alabama 103,766 81,479 79% 2,796 3%
Frederick County, Maryland 241,373 183,419 76% 23,405 10%
Galveston County, Texas 308,163 179,352 58% 30,097 10%
Gaston County, North Carolina 209,807 156,240 74% 11,228 5%
Goliad County, Texas 7,410 4,338 59% 155 2%
Gwinnett County, Georgia 859,234 354,281 41% 211,561 25%
Hall County, Georgia 187,916 117,093 62% 29,508 16%
Harford County, Maryland 248,966 193,288 78% 13,344 5%
Henderson County, North Carolina 109,719 91,730 84% 8,139 7%
Horry County, South Carolina 290,730 223,819 77% 18,202 6%
Hudson County, New Jersey 662,619 194,795 29% 277,730 42%
Jackson County, Texas 14,486 8,791 61% 984 7%
Jacksonville, Florida 846,951 454,752 54% 83,727 10%
Knox County, Tennessee 444,348 369,088 83% 22,295 5%
Las Vegas, Nevada 605,097 277,879 46% 127,458 21%
Lavaca County, Texas 19,549 14,590 75% 1,178 6%
Lexington County, South Carolina 273,843 208,072 76% 13,948 5%

21 Center for American Progress | What's at Stake



Residents who Residents who
Jurisdiction Total number are white are foreign born
of residents

Number Share Number Share
Lubbock County, Texas 290,782 161,779 56% 16,564 6%
Matagorda County, Texas 36,598 16,895 46% 4,066 11%
Mecklenburg County, North Carolina 990,288 486,387 49% 141,983 14%
Mesa, Arizona 458,860 293,738 64% 55,224 12%
Monmouth County, New Jersey 629,185 477,374 76% 83,684 13%
Montgomery County, Texas 502,586 347,262 69% 64,131 13%
Nye County, Nevada 42,625 33,146 78% 3,124 7%
Pasco County, Florida 479,288 372,407 78% 45,279 9%
Pinal County, Arizona 389,772 226,031 58% 39,523 10%
Plymouth County, Massachusetts 503,681 417,802 83% 41,731 8%
Refugio County, Texas 7,277 3,126 43% 213 3%
Salem County, New Jersey 65,120 49,283 76% 3,412 5%
Smith County, Texas 217,552 132,668 61% 17,803 8%
Tarrant County, Texas 1,914,526 954,181 50% 301,746 16%
Tulsa County, Oklahoma 623,335 398,866 64% 51,215 8%
Victoria County, Texas 90,099 41,908 47% 5,310 6%
Wake County, North Carolina 976,019 595,920 61% 125,883 13%
Walker County, Texas 69,330 39,808 57% 5,118 7%
Waller County, Texas 45,847 19,713 43% 6,412 14%
Washington County, Arkansas 216,432 156,896 72% 24,686 1%
Wharton County, Texas 41,264 19,043 46% 3,606 9%
Whitfield County, Georgia 103,456 62,546 60% 18,902 18%
Yavapai County, Arizona 215,996 175,206 81% 14,559 7%
York County, South Carolina 240,076 172,474 72% 11,313 5%
United States 316,515,021 197,258,278 62% 41,717,420 13%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American FactFinder, 2014 ACS 5-year estimates (U.S. Department of Commerce), tables BO1003 - Total Population, B03002 - Hispanic or Latino
Origin by Race, and B05012 - Nativity in the United States, available at https:/factfinder.census.gov/.

22 Center for American Progress | What's at Stake



TABLE A2
Immigrants in jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements

Residents who Residents who are Share of
Jurisdiction Total number are foreign born unauthorized immigrants immigrants
of residents who are
Number Share Number Share unauthorized
Anne Arundel County, Maryland 555,800 46,400 8% 11,800 2% 25%
Benton County, Arkansas 238,400 28,200 12% 12,300 5% 44%
Bristol County, Massachusetts 575,900 69,200 12% 5,400 1% 8%
Butler County, Ohio 373,600 19,100 5% 4,400 1% 23%
Calhoun and Victoria counties, Texas 112,200 7,400 7% 2,300 2% 31%
Cape May County, New Jersey 107,700 5,700 5% 1,900 2% 34%
Clay County, Florida 197,300 13,800 7% 1,000 0% 7%
Cobb County, Georgia 722,700 113,600 16% 39,700 5% 35%
Collier County, Florida 342,600 83,100 24% 24,000 7% 29%
East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana 445,500 22,100 5% 5,700 1% 26%
Etowah County, Alabama 104,100 2,800 3% 1,200 1% 43%
Frederick County, Maryland 241,900 20,500 8% 3,500 1% 17%
Galveston County, Texas 308,400 29,400 10% 10,200 3% 35%
Gaston County, North Carolina 210,100 10,700 5% 5,100 2% 48%
Gwinnett County, Georgia 864,900 212,300 25% 73,200 8% 34%
Hall County, Georgia 189,300 32,800 17% 19,900 11% 61%
Harford County, Maryland 249,300 13,300 5% 1,300 1% 10%
Horry County, South Carolina 291,500 19,100 7% 8,300 3% 43%
Hudson County, New Jersey 666,100 285,100 43% 74,500 11% 26%
Jacksonville, Florida 890,000 87,900 10% 15,600 2% 18%
Knox County, Tennessee 434,700 24,600 6% 7,000 2% 29%
Las Vegas, Nevada 687,200 146,900 21% 52,400 8% 36%
Lexington County, South Carolina 294,900 15,600 5% 7,500 3% 48%
Lubbock County, Texas 290,100 15,900 5% 3,700 1% 23%
Mecklenburg County, North Carolina 993,900 145,700 15% 54,200 5% 37%
Mesa, Arizona 507,400 62,500 12% 22,800 4% 37%
Monmouth County, New Jersey 631,300 83,500 13% 20,400 3% 24%
Montgomery County, Texas 504,700 64,900 13% 27,400 5% 42%
Pasco County, Florida 479,200 45,200 9% 14,200 1% 12%
Pinal County, Arizona 498,000 43,400 9% 7,700 2% 18%
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Residents who are Residents who are Share of
s Total number foreign born unauthorized immigrants immigrants
Jurisdiction .
of residents who are
Number Share Number Share unauthorized
Smith County, Texas 217,500 19,500 9% 8,500 4% 44%
Tarrant County, Texas 1,920,800 307,600 16% 123,500 6% 40%
Tulsa County, Oklahoma 690,600 53,000 8% 24,700 4% 47%
Wake County, North Carolina 979,000 129,600 13% 46,100 5% 36%
Washington County, Arkansas 216,500 24,400 1% 10,800 5% 44%
Whitfield County, Georgia 104,000 19,400 19% 10,900 10% 56%
Yavapai County, Arizona 216,100 16,000 7% 5,200 2% 33%
York County, South Carolina 240,400 10,700 4% 3,700 2% 35%
United States 317,106,200 42,223,000 13% 10,912,500 3% 26%

Note: Tables A2 through A5 use a different data set than Table A1 and thus values will be different.
Source: Author’s analysis of 2012, 2013, 2014 Center for Migration Studies (2014) Estimates of the Unauthorized Population. Data set based on the augmented American Community Survey data files

hosted by IPUMS (Integrated Public Use Microdata Series), 2010 to 2013. Steven Ruggles and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 7.0" (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2017),
available at https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V7.0.
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TABLE A4
Mixed status families in jurisdictions with 287(g) agreements

Number of individuals living Number of Number of
in mixed status families individuals living citizens and Share. O.f
Jurisdiction ' Citizens and in ’nTixed status .Iawfylly present witzouur::ul'l‘ll\:rgized
Total Unauthorized lawfully present families as a she.lre immigrants who family members
immigrants immigrants of total population are minors

Anne Arundel County, Maryland 22,400 11,800 10,600 4% 5,800 5%
Benton County, Arkansas 21,600 12,300 9,400 9% 6,500 10%
Bristol County, Massachusetts 12,200 5,400 6,800 2% 3,000 2%
Butler County, Ohio 8,800 4,400 4,400 2% 2,900 3%
Calhoun and Victoria counties, Texas 4,200 2,300 1,900 4% 1,100 4%
Cape May County, New Jersey 2,900 1,900 1,000 3%

Clay County, Florida 2,000 1,000 1,000 1%

Cobb County, Georgia 75,300 39,700 35,600 10% 24,300 14%
Collier County, Florida 43,600 24,000 19,600 13% 12,300 19%
East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana 9,100 5,700 3,400 2% 2,000 2%
Etowah County, Alabama 1,800 1,200 600 2% 500 2%
Frederick County, Maryland 7,200 3,500 3,700 3% 1,800 3%
Galveston County, Texas 19,000 10,200 8,900 6% 5,600 7%
Gaston County, North Carolina 8,800 5,100 3,600 4% 2,700 6%
Gwinnett County, Georgia 140,200 73,200 67,000 16% 42,700 18%
Hall County, Georgia 40,300 19,900 20,300 21% 15,200 30%
Harford County, Maryland 2,500 1,300 1,200 1%

Horry County, South Carolina 12,800 8,300 4,500 4% 3,400 6%
Hudson County, New Jersey 128,600 74,500 54,100 19% 25,800 19%
Jacksonville, Florida 29,200 15,600 13,700 3% 6,100 3%
Knox County, Tennessee 12,500 7,000 5,400 3% 2,800 3%
Las Vegas, Nevada 101,900 52,400 49,500 15% 30,500 18%
Lexington County, South Carolina 13,600 7,500 6,100 5% 4,300 6%
Lubbock County, Texas 6,500 3,700 2,800 2% 1,500 2%
Mecklenburg County, North Carolina 94,700 54,200 40,500 10% 27,100 11%
Mesa, Arizona 50,300 22,800 27,500 10% 18,700 15%
Monmouth County, New Jersey 37,400 20,400 17,000 6% 10,100 7%
Montgomery County, Texas 52,800 27,400 25,400 10% 17,500 13%
Pasco County, Florida 9,900 5,300 4,700 2% 1,700 2%
Pinal County, Arizona 17,100 7,700 9,300 3% 5,400 4%
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Nu.mbe.r of individuals.l.iving Number of Number of Share of
in mixed status families individuals living citizens and outh livin
Jurisdiction Citizens and in mixed status | lawfully present 'tK th 9 d
Unauthorized families as a share | immigrants who | ' - nauthorize
Total L lawfully present . . family members
immigrants immigrants of total population are minors
Prince William County, cities of. N 72,500 34,900 37.700 15% 21500 15%
Manassas and Manassas Park, Virginia
Smith County, Texas 18,400 8,500 9,900 8% 6,600 12%
Tarrant County, Texas 241,800 123,500 118,400 13% 78,900 15%
Tulsa County, Oklahoma 46,800 24,700 22,100 7% 15,200 9%
Wake County, North Carolina 77,900 46,100 31,800 8% 22,300 9%
Washington County, Arkansas 21,300 10,800 10,500 10% 7,500 14%
Whitfield County, Georgia 21,600 10,900 10,700 21% 7,500 26%
Yavapai County, Arizona 8,500 5,200 3,300 4% 2,300 6%
York County, South Carolina 7,000 3,700 3,300 3% 2,100 4%
United States 21,732,100 10,912,500 10,819,600 7% 6,209,800 8%

Note: Tables A2 through A5 use a different data set than Table A1 and thus values will be different. Data not available for all jurisdictions.

Source: Author’s analysis of 2012, 2013, 2014 Center for Migration Studies (2014) Estimates of the Unauthorized Population. Data set based on the augmented American Community Survey data files hosted
by IPUMS (Integrated Public Use Microdata Series), 2010 to 2013. Steven Ruggles and others, “Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 7.0" (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2017), available at
https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V7.0.
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