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I am José H. Gomez, Archbishop of Los Angeles and Chairman of the U.S. Conference of 

Catholic Bishops’ (USCCB or the Conference) Committee on Migration.  I submit this statement 

on behalf of the USCCB Committee on Migration.   

The Role of the USCCB in the Immigration Policy Debate 

The issue of immigration is complex and elicits strong opinions and emotions.  It touches upon 

our national economic, social, and cultural interests and has been analyzed and dissected 

predominately in those terms.  From the perspective of the USCCB, immigration is ultimately a 

humanitarian issue because it impacts the basic human rights and dignity of the human person.    

The USCCB has a long history of involvement in immigration.  The USCCB has a rich tradition 

of welcoming and assimilating waves of immigrants and refugees who have helped build our 

nation throughout her history.  And, in 1988 USCCB established a legal services subsidiary 

corporation which currently includes 196 diocesan and other affiliated immigration programs 

with 290 field offices in 47 states.  Collectively, these programs serve some 600,000 low-income 

immigrants annually.  

The USCCB acknowledges the right of the sovereign to enforce its immigration laws.  In the 

pastoral letter, Strangers No Longer:  Together on the Journey of Hope, the USCCB recognized 

the right of the sovereign to control and protect its borders, stating:  “we accept the legitimate 

role of the U.S. . . . government in intercepting undocumented migrants who attempt to travel 

through or cross into [the country].”  The U.S. Bishops emphasized, however, that “. . .[w]e do 

not accept . . . some of the policies and tactics that our government has employed to meet this. . 

.responsibility.”
1
   

In Strangers No Longer, the U.S. Bishops made clear that despite the sovereign’s right to control 

its borders and engage in enforcement of immigration laws, the “human dignity and human 

rights of undocumented migrants should be respected.”  We declared that “[r]egardless of their 

legal status, migrants, like all persons, possess inherent human dignity that should be respected . . 

. .  Government policies that respect the basic human rights of the undocumented are 

necessary.”
2
   

The USCCB’s Call for Comprehensive Immigration Reform in Lieu of an Enforcement-

Only Approach 

According to the Pew Hispanic Center, there are currently 11.2 million unauthorized persons 

residing in the United States.
 3

  Of these, approximately 8 million – or 70 percent – are in the 

                                                           
1
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the Catholic Bishops of Mexico and the United States, January 23, 2003, No. 78 [hereinafter, Strangers 

No Longer].  
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U.S. labor force.
4
  Each year, between 300,000 and 500,000 more unauthorized migrants enter 

the country.
5
  In large part, these migrants feel compelled to enter the United States because of 

either the explicit or implicit promise of employment in the U.S. agriculture, construction, and 

service industries, among others.  Most of this unauthorized flow comes from Mexico, a nation 

struggling with severe poverty, where it is often impossible for many to earn a living wage and 

meet the basic needs of their families.   

 

Survival has thus become the primary impetus for unauthorized migration flows into the United 

States.  Today’s unauthorized migrants are largely low-skilled workers who come to the United 

States for work to support their families.  They work in the agricultural, meatpacking, 

landscaping, services, and construction industries in the United States.  They fill the ranks of 

U.S. businesses, large and small, throughout the country.   

 

Over the past several decades, the demand by U.S. businesses for low-skilled workers has grown 

exponentially, while the supply of available workers willing to perform these low-skilled jobs in 

the United States has diminished.
6
  Yet, there are only 5,000 green cards available annually for 

low-skilled workers to enter the United States lawfully to reside and work.
7
  This number stands 

in stark contrast to the estimated 300,000-500,000 migrants who enter the United States without 

authorization each year, most of whom are looking for work.
8
  The only alternative to this is a 

temporary work visa through the H-2A (seasonal agricultural) or H2B (seasonal non-

agricultural) visa programs, which provide temporary status to low-skilled workers seeking to 

enter the country lawfully.  While H-2A visas are not numerically capped, agricultural employers 

have reported great difficulty in making use of them.  H-2B visas are capped at 66,000 annually.  

Both only provide temporary status to work for a U.S. employer for one year.
9
  At their current 

numbers, these are woefully insufficient to provide legal means for the foreign-born to enter the 

United States to live and work, and thereby meet our demand for foreign-born labor.   

In the past decade alone, Congress has spent $117 billion of taxpayer dollars on immigration 

enforcement initiatives, yet the number of unauthorized in the country has grown and the 

demand for foreign-born, low-skilled labor has continued on pace with the ebbs and flows of the 

U.S. economy.  It is clear that another approach is necessary. 

 

The USCCB does not believe that “enforcement only” immigration policies will humanely or 

effectively resolve the policy dilemma created by an increasing number of unauthorized 

immigrants in the United States.  Rather, we support comprehensive immigration reform to fix 

what has become a broken system.  Such reform would include:  an earned legalization program 

                                                           
4
  Passel and Cohn, Unauthorized Immigrant Population, National and State Trends, 2010, at 1.  See also 

Rakesh Kochhar, C. Soledad Espinoza, and Rebecca Hinze-Pifer, After the Great Recession:  Foreign 

Born Gain Jobs; Native Born Lose Jobs (Washington, D.C.:  Pew Hispanic Center, 2010), 4-5, 

http://pewhispanic.org/files/reports/129.pdf.  
5
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Decade (Washington, DC: Pew Hispanic Center, 2010), 1, http://pewhispanic.org/files/reports/126.pdf.  
6
  See, e.g., Gordon H. Hanson, The Economics and Policy of Illegal Immigration in the United States, 

Migration Policy Institute (December 2009). 
7
  Hanson, The Economics and Policy of Illegal Immigration in the United States, at 6.  

8
  Passel and Cohn, U.S. Unauthorized Immigration Flows Are Down Sharply Since Mid-Decade, iii. 

9
  Hanson, The Economics and Policy of Illegal Immigration in the United States, at 6.  
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for foreign nationals of good moral character; the reform of the family-based immigration 

system; a revamped temporary worker regime that protects both the workers who would come to 

the United States and U.S. citizen workers; the restoration of immigrants’ due process rights; and 

an effort to meaningfully address the root causes of migration, such as under-development and 

poverty in sending countries.  

 

Moreover, such reform would include the targeted, proportional, and humane enforcement of 

immigration laws.  The USCCB accepts the legitimate role of the U.S. government in 

intercepting unauthorized migrants who attempt to travel to the United States.  The USCCB also 

believes that by increasing lawful means for migrants to enter, live, and work in the United 

States, law enforcement will be better able to focus upon those who truly threaten public safety 

such as drug and human traffickers, smugglers, and would-be terrorists.  It is our view that 

comprehensive immigration reform would help restore the rule of law by replacing unauthorized 

migration flows with meaningful and adequate legal avenues for migration, compatible with both 

our future labor needs and our ongoing prioritization of family reunification.    

 

The Secure Communities Program 

 

Despite the inability of enforcement-only immigration policy to fix what has become a very 

broken immigration system, Congress and the Administration have channeled millions of dollars 

in resources on enforcement.  A large portion of these resources have been employed for the use 

and expansion of programs in which state and local police directly or indirectly enforce federal 

immigration laws by targeting immigrants who come into contact with the criminal justice 

system.   

 

One such program is Secure Communities.  DHS created Secure Communities in 2008 as part of 

its overall enforcement strategy.  Although not established through legislation, Congress has 

appropriated funds for the program, stating that the purpose of the funding is to “improve and 

modernize efforts to identify aliens convicted of a crime, sentenced to imprisonment, and who 

may be deportable, and remove them from the United States once they are judged deportable.”
10

 

 

According to ICE, through Secure Communities, it is “improving public safety by working to 

identify, detain, and ultimately remove dangerous criminal aliens. . . .”
11

  ICE does so by 

“focusing first on those who have been charged with or convicted of the most dangerous crimes.”  

To this end, ICE established a three-tier system when it initiated Secure Communities.  The 

system was intended to determine the threat levels of criminal aliens based on the types of crimes 

for which they were either charged or convicted, ranging from the most dangerous at Level 1 to 

nonviolent misdemeanors at Level 3.
12

  In June 2010, ICE Assistant Secretary John Morton 

revised this three-level threat system.  According to the June 2010 Morton memo, Level 1 

                                                           
10

  See, e.g., FY 2008 DHS Appropriations Act (Pub. L. No. 110-161, 121 Stat. 1844, 

2365), available at 

http://www.ice.gov/doclib/foia/secure_communities/appropriationutlizationplanfy09.pdf. 
11

  Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Secure Communities, Secure Communities:  A Modernized 

Approach to Identifying and Removing Criminal Aliens Brochure,  

available at http://www.ice.gov/doclib/secure-communities/pdf/sc-brochure.pdf. 
12

  See Kohl and Varma, Borders, Jails, and Jobsites, at 18. 

http://www.ice.gov/doclib/foia/secure_communities/appropriationutlizationplanfy09.pdf
http://www.ice.gov/doclib/secure-communities/pdf/sc-brochure.pdf
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offenses consist of “aggravated felonies” as defined by INA § 101(a)(43) or two or more 

felonies; Level 2 offenses consist of any felony or three or more misdemeanor crimes; and Level 

3 offenses consist of those which are punishable by a sentence of less than one year.
13

   

 

ICE implements Secure Communities in partnership with the Department of Justice.
14

  It does so 

by “enhanc[ing] fingerprint-based biometric technology used by local law enforcement agencies 

during their booking process.”
15

  According to ICE, “this enhanced technology enables 

fingerprints submitted during the booking process to be checked against [Federal Bureau of 

Investigation (FBI)] criminal history records and DHS records, including immigration status, 

providing valuable information to accurately identify those in custody.”
16

   

 

ICE maintains that Secure Communities is an information-sharing program, not a local 

immigration enforcement program; the agency emphasizes that “Secure Communities does not 

authorize local law enforcement to enforce immigration laws.”
17

    

 

Yet until only very recently, and not unlike a local immigration enforcement program, prior to 

implementation in a given local jurisdiction, ICE first executed a Memorandum of Agreement.  

That MOA
18

 was between ICE and the state agency responsible for Criminal Information 

Systems that links to the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) National Crime Information 

Center (NCIC) Integrated Automated Fingerprint Identification System (IAFIS).
19

  In some 

states, ICE entered into an MOA with the state bureau of investigation, while in others it did so 

with the statewide police department or the state department of justice.
20

  Once the MOA was 

ratified between ICE and the state identification bureau, ICE maintained it then had authority to 

use Secure Communities in any state or local law enforcement agency within the state.
21

   

                                                           
13

  See Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Memorandum from Assistant Secretary John Morton to 

All Ice Employees, Civil Immigration Enforcement:  Priorities for the Apprehension, Detention, and 

Removal of Aliens, Policy Number 10072.1 (June 30, 2010). 
14

  See ICE, Secure Communities, Secure Communities:  A Modernized Approach to Identifying and 

Removing Criminal Aliens Brochure. 
15

  Id.   
16

  Id. (emphasis in original).   
17

  Id.   
18

  See Kohl and Varma, Borders, Jails, and Jobsites, at 23 (stating that the Secure Communities MOA’s 

list their legal authority to include:  (1) Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) provisions regarding 

identification, detention, arrest and removal of aliens, namely 8 U.S.C. § 1226(c) (regarding the Attorney 

General’s power to detain aliens); (2) 8 U.S.C. § 1226(d) (allowing information sharing with localities 

regarding individuals guilty of “aggravated felonies” with the limited exception of sharing immigration 

information based on the request of a state governor); (3) 8 U.S.C. § 1226(e) (limiting judicial review of 

Attorney General actions); 8 U.S.C. § 1227(a)(2) (defining which crimes, e.g., crimes of moral turpitude, 

lead aliens to become deportable); (4) 8 U.S.C. § 1228 (creating special removal proceedings in local 

detention facilities for aliens convicted of crimes leading them to become deportable); and (5) 8 U.S.C. § 

1105 (permitting ICE to access federal criminal databases such as NCIC solely in order to make 

determinations on visa applications or to admit the alien to the United States). 
19

  See id. 
20

  See id.   
21

  See Muzaffar Chrishti, et al, Unanswered Questions Surround ICE’s Secure Communities Program 

(Washington, DC:  Migration Policy Institute, March 2011).   
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Pursuant to Secure Communities, fingerprints are taken at an individual’s arrest at a local 

booking facility and sent to the state agency and that agency then forwards the prints to both the 

FBI, as per usual protocol, and to DHS as per the terms of Secure Communities.
22

  DHS, in turn, 

runs the fingerprints against the Automated Biometric Identification System (IDENT) – a 

repository of over 91 million prints for travelers, immigration benefit applicants, immigration 

violators, suspected fugitives, criminals, sex offenders, military detainees, and other persons of 

interest.
23

  In the event of a match with DHS immigration records through IDENT, ICE then 

determines whether to issue a detainer, requesting that the locality notify ICE when the 

individual’s case is resolved or dismissed, and to then hold that individual until ICE assumes 

custody, but no longer than 48 hours.
24

  It is at this point in the process that ICE ostensibly 

employs the hierarchical priority system to determine whether the individual who is deportable 

should, in fact, be deported – placing top priority, and thus the bulk of ICE resources, on Level 1 

criminals – or the “worst of the worst” in keeping with the long-articulated purpose of Secure 

Communities.
25

   

Despite its stated objectives, however, ICE’s own data makes clear that it has resoundingly failed 

to do so to-date.  In fact, according to ICE data, for the period between October 2008 and April 

24, 2011, Secure Communities achieved 104,802 removals and returns.
26

  Of these, only 26 

percent were for Level 1 crimes and a mere 14 percent for Level 2 crimes.
27

  A large bulk, or 31 

percent, of those removed were for the low-Level 1 crimes.
28

  And, a stunning 29 percent of 

removals were of individuals without any criminal convictions.
29

  This means that 60 percent of 

those removed were non-criminals or low level criminal offenders.  Thus, instead of successfully 

meeting its stated objectives, Secure Communities has largely failed - identifying and removing 

from the United States non-criminals, individuals convicted of low-level crimes, and lawfully 

present individuals with prior convictions that now render them deportable.  Without question, 

these are not the worst of the worst.   

 

Moreover, Secure Communities has negatively altered the relationship between federal 

immigration enforcement and state and local law enforcement.  In its current form, and 

irrespective of recent ICE prosecutorial discretion memoranda, the program casts a wide net that 

captures in its fold virtually any immigrant who has come into contact with the criminal justice 

system, including victims of crime, low-level offenders, non-criminals, and the unlawfully 

present.   

 

                                                           
22

  See Kohl and Varma, Borders, Jails, and Jobsites, at 23. 
23

  See id.  
24

  See ICE, Secure Communities, Secure Communities:  A Modernized Approach to Identifying and 

Removing Criminal Aliens Brochure.  See also Kohl and Varma, Borders, Jails, and Jobsites, at 23. 
25

  Immigration and Customs Enforcement, ICE Fiscal Year 2008 Annual Report, available at 

www.ice.gov/doclib/news/library/reports/annual-report/2008annual-report.pdf, p. 5.   
26

  ICE ERO Secure Communities Statistics, Released on April 29, 2011 and made available for public 

dissemination. 
27

  Id.  
28

  Id.  
29

  Id.  

http://www.ice.gov/doclib/news/library/reports/annual-report/2008annual-report.pdf
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Additionally, based on hard data and anecdotal evidence alike, community and legal advocates, 

and civil rights groups continue to denounce what they deem to be a clear pattern and practice in 

select jurisdictions of channeling immigrants into the criminal justice system through racial 

profiling and pre-textual arrests for the purposes of vetting them for their immigration status.   

 

Further, law enforcement officers have joined the chorus of Secure Communities critics, 

denouncing the program because it undermines trust between immigrant communities and the 

police – negatively impacting their ability to investigate crime, assist victims of crime, and 

ensure public safety.  This erosion of trust impacts immigrant women particularly harshly 

because it renders them helpless in the face of domestic violence and an easier target for human 

traffickers.   

 

Finally, because the program has indiscriminately funneled undocumented parents into the U.S. 

immigration detention system pending their ultimate deportation; it has effected the 

fractionalization of hundreds of thousands of families.  There are approximately 5.5 million 

children in the United States who live with at least one undocumented parent, and most of these 

children are U.S. citizens.  All too often, parents in immigration detention face the loss of their 

parental rights while incarcerated, since they may not receive notice of court proceedings, may 

not have adequate legal counsel, cannot comply with the terms of family reunification plans 

mandated by the child welfare system, and are often not even told where their children are.   

Yet, DHS has repeatedly stated its intention to expand Secure Communities nationwide by 

2013.
30

  DHS stands to do so in the face of significant opposition in numerous communities 

across the country.  DHS now maintains, after significant recent vacillation on the issue, that the 

participation with the program is mandatory.
31

  In the past year, various local jurisdictions, from 

Santa Clara, California to Arlington, Virginia requested to opt-out of the program because of 

concerns about its impact on their communities, though their states had ratified MOAs with 

DHS.
32

  In August of 2010, DHS issued a memo with its policy on the process for opting-out.
33

  

Only a little over a month later, however, DHS explained that because Secure Communities is 

grounded in information sharing between ICE and the FBI, and not on state/local immigration 

enforcement, local jurisdictions are automatically incorporated into the program – and thus, 

cannot opt-out.
34

  Various states, including Massachusetts, New York, and Illinois, too, 

attempted to exercise the termination clauses in their MOAs with DHS, yet were told by DHS 

that doing so would not cancel the operation of the program in their localities.  In August 2011, 

ICE Director John Morton went further to announce that DHS’s MOAs with numerous states, 

and upon which DHS had previously rested its authority to operate in a given jurisdiction, were 

no longer necessary, and thus canceled.  To-date DHS has not publicly explained the legal basis 

upon which it rests its stance that Secure Communities is mandatory.
35

 

 

                                                           
30

  Chrishti, et al, Unanswered Questions.   
31

  Chrishti, et al, Unanswered Questions.   
32

  Id.   
33

  See Kohl and Varma, Borders, Jails, and Jobsites, at 23-24. 
34

  Chrishti, et al, Unanswered Questions.   
35
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8 

In light of DHS’s vacillation over the past year regarding the mandatory nature of Secure 

Communities and other concerns related to the program’s implementation, several organizations 

filed suit to compel ICE to release documents on Secure Communities.
36

  These released 

documents reveal the indecision within the agency regarding the voluntariness of the program.
37

  

Of even greater concern, the documents allegedly reveal that ICE intentionally distributed 

misleading information about the program to facilitate its rapid implementation.
38

  As a result, on 

April 28, 2011, California Democratic Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren, Ranking Member of the 

House Judiciary Subcommittee on Immigration Policy and Enforcement, formally requested that 

the DHS OIG and ICE Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) to launch an investigation 

into what she characterized as alleged “false and misleading statements to local governments, the 

public, and Members of Congress in connection with the deployment of the Secure Communities 

Program.”
39

 

 

In June 2011, the Task Force on Secure Communities, a subcommittee of the Homeland Security 

Advisory Council (HSAC), was created at the request of DHS Secretary Janet Napolitano with the 

purpose of examining some of the core concerns regarding the program’s implementation.40  

Following a series of meetings and information gathering sessions in select communities, the Task 

Force – which is comprised of local and state law enforcement and homeland security officials, 

attorneys with expertise in immigration practice and criminal law, labor union officials who 

represent federal immigration enforcement workers, academics, social service agency leaders, 

and others – issued its recommendations.
41

   

 

In its September 2011 report, the Task Force recommended that DHS:  (1) clarify the goals, 

objectives, parameters, and functioning of the program and communicating those throughout the 

country; (2) improve transparency in the program; (3) prioritize its previously-stated 

enforcement objective of those individuals who pose a risk to public safety or national security
42

; 

(4) clarify that civil immigration law violators and individuals who are convicted or charged with 

misdemeanors or other minor offenses are not top priorities unless there is evidence that they 

pose a serious risk to public safety or national security; (5) exercise prosecutorial discretion in all 

of DHS’ immigration enforcement, in keeping with recently-articulated enforcement priorities 

and training DHS personnel to ensure that they do so; and (6) strengthen accountability by 

preventing and providing remedies for civil rights and civil liberties violations.
43

  Further, the 

                                                           
36

  Chrishti, et al, Unanswered Questions.   
37

  Id.  
38

  Id.  See also, Letter from Congresswoman Zoe Lofgren (D-CA) to the Department of Homeland 

Security Office of Inspector General and the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Office of 

Professional Responsibility (OPR), April 28, 2011 (Requesting an Investigation into alleged “false and 

misleading statements to local governments, the public, and Members of Congress in connection with the 

deployment of the Secure Communities Program”), available at 

http://www.docstoc.com/docs/78191508/Lofgren-letter-to-DHS-IG (last visited, May 6, 2011). 
39

  Zoe Lofgren Letter to DHS OIG and ICE OPR.   
40

  Homeland Security Advisory Council, Task Force on Secure Communities, Findings and 

Recommendations (September 2011), p. 4.  
41

  Id. at pp. 4-10. 
42

  With a basis in Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) Director John Morton’s March 2, 2011, 

memorandum outlining enforcement priority categories.  
43

  Task Force for Secure Communities, Findings and Recommendations, 9-10.  

http://www.docstoc.com/docs/78191508/Lofgren-letter-to-DHS-IG
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Task Force recommended (with the caveat that certain members did not fully agree) that DHS 

withhold enforcement if that enforcement is based solely on minor traffic offenses and that DHS 

consider extending this to other minor misdemeanors, or in the alternative, issue a conditional 

detainer which would become operational only if that individual is convicted.
44

 

The USCCB’s Position on Secure Communities 

 

To address legitimate concerns surrounding immigration law enforcement in the United States, 

the USCCB believes that our country must pass comprehensive immigration reform laws to 

ensure the rule of law, while simultaneously ensuring that the law is rooted in the reunification of 

family and respectful of the human dignity of the immigrants in our midst.  In the absence of 

such reform, however, immigration law enforcement can neither cease completely nor continue 

unabated in its current status.   

 

At the core of DHS’ present interior enforcement strategy is Secure Communities.  The U.S. 

Catholic bishops believe, and indeed have witnessed in some of our own communities, that 

Secure Communities has dramatically altered the relationship between federal immigration 

enforcement and state and local law enforcement.  Because DHS operates Secure Communities 

at the point of arrest, rather than post-conviction, the program casts a wide net that captures in its 

fold virtually any immigrant who has come into contact with the criminal justice system, 

including victims of crime, low-level offenders, non-criminals, and the unlawfully present.  Such 

individuals are not the “worst of the worst” as DHS has stated in the past that they would be.  

And, despite recent re-articulations of DHS’s intentions vis-à-vis Secure Communities, this is the 

message that was reiterated over several years and that immigrants, law enforcement, and 

community, faith, and political leaders alike in our communities across the United States 

erroneously believed would be solely targeted by the program.   

 

Moreover, we are troubled by ongoing allegations in select jurisdictions of the pattern and 

practice of channeling immigrants into the criminal justice system through racial profiling and 

pre-textual arrests for the purposes of vetting them for their immigration status.  To be sure, 

racial profiling and/or pre-textual arrests have been an unfortunate reality in select communities 

across the country, irrespective of Secure Communities.  Yet, the program, as currently 

implemented, lacks the necessary civil rights and civil liberties safeguards and oversight (even 

with the recently-expanded purview of the Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (OCRCL)) 

and, because of this, serves to incentivize and enable such violations.   

Further, and as articulated in the Task Force’s findings, we are deeply concerned that even law 

enforcement officers have joined the chorus of Secure Communities critics, denouncing the 

program because it has undermined the trust between immigrant communities and the police – 

negatively impacting their ability to investigate crime, assist victims of crime, and ensure public 

safety.  This in turn serves to hurt us all, rendering our communities ultimately less safe and 

secure.   

                                                           
44

  Task Force for Secure Communities, Findings and Recommendations, 22. 
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The U.S. Catholic bishops agree with the essence of the Secure Communities Task Force’s 

recommendations and urge the Administration to implement them swiftly.  But, we also see a 

need to go beyond some of these proposed reforms.   

 

First, we have urged the Administration to re-articulate the Secure Communities program 

implementation protocol such that the detainer determination is not made until the individual has 

been convicted of a crime that poses a threat to public safety, instead of upon arrest and booking.   

 

Further, we have asked that DHS exercise its discretion to withhold enforcement pursuant to 

Secure Communities against individuals with civil immigration violations; misdemeanor crime 

convictions; and traffic violations, unless there is credible evidence that they pose a threat to 

public safety or national security.   

 

Lastly, to ensure that both the Task Force’s recommended reforms and those that we call for 

herein are made to the program, we have called upon the Administration to temporarily freeze 

Secure Communities until these reforms are swiftly undertaken.  To attempt such reforms while 

the program is not only underway in hundreds of jurisdictions across the country, but also while 

DHS continues to aggressively pursue its expansion and full implementation nationwide by 

2013, would be counterproductive.   

 

As aptly noted by the Task Force on Secure Communities, DHS and its many important 

programs do not (and cannot) operate in a vacuum.  Irrespective of its confused start and current 

state, for Secure Communities to operate effectively moving forward, without undermining 

other, equally important public policy goals shared by local and state law enforcement, Congress 

and the Administration should reign-in the program, re-tool, and re-deploy it once much-needed 

adjustments are made.  To choose the alternative will result in ongoing civil rights and civil 

liberties violations, damage to immigrant families and their communities across the country, and 

law enforcement’s inability to effectively enforce the law, protecting victims and pursuing 

perpetrators.   

 

 


