
To:  Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors 

From: Signatories 

Date:  March 4, 2020 

Re:  Instead of Funding the Sheriff’s Department’s Entanglement with ICE, the Los 

Angeles County Board of Supervisors Should Expand the Los Angeles Justice Fund 

 

 

I. Background 

 

From the Muslim ban to family separation and attempts to end DACA and TPS, we have 

witnessed the extent to which the Trump administration will go to dehumanize our fellow human 

beings.  In its latest ploy to gain political points, the administration will deploy Customs and 

Border Protection tactical unit agents to Los Angeles and other immigrant-rich municipalities.1  

This action, combined with Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE)’s increasingly 

aggressive and deceptive tactics, will further undermine public safety.2 

 

In Los Angeles and California, we have fought the Trump administration’s racist, 

unconstitutional mass deportation agenda time and time again.  Three years ago, California took 

a significant step in passing SB 54, a law that has protected thousands of families from the 

clutches of ICE.  The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) took these protections further—

by requiring ICE to present a judicial warrant in order to access LAPD jail facilities to arrest and 

deport immigrant Angelenos.3 

 

It is time for the County of Los Angeles to also require ICE to secure a judicial warrant in 

order to access Sheriff’s Department (LASD) jail facilities, stations, and courthouse lockups.  In 

furtherance of both the recognition that immigration is one of the County’s top priorities4 and the 

recommendations of the Sheriff’s Civilian Oversight Commission (COC),5 the Board of 

Supervisors (Board) should take a strong stand here.  Instead of funding LASD’s facilitation of 

ICE arrests and deportations, the County should reinforce its commitment to defending against 

ICE arrests and deportations by expanding the Los Angeles Justice Fund.   

 

II. LASD’s Entanglement with ICE Wastes Precious County Taxpayer Dollars, 

Undermines the Los Angeles Justice Fund, and Furthers Family Separation 

 

LASD has continued the destructive practice of handing over our community members to 

ICE, only replacing ICE agents with for-profit contractors to handle these arrests on behalf of 

ICE.  What’s more, LASD is expending nearly $1.5 million a year of precious county taxpayer 

dollars to facilitate these ICE arrests and deportations—undermining the County’s investment of 

$1.5 million a year in the Los Angeles Justice Fund, a program designed to provide immigration 

lawyers to defend families against deportation.6  Under the current sheriff, LASD has handed 

over to ICE people who have subsequently been represented through the Los Angeles Justice 

Fund in their fight to remain here with their families.  

 



 Take, for example, Immigrant Defenders’ client Manuel,7 a TPS recipient, respected kids 

soccer coach, and father of five U.S. citizen children, who has lived in South Central Los 

Angeles since age nine.  In March 2019, LASD turned him over to ICE contractors, who hauled 

him away to the Adelanto immigration prison.  Separated from his wife and children, he was 

detained at Adelanto for about eight months, until his Immigrant Defenders attorney was able to 

secure his release through bond. 

 

CARECEN’s client Carlos8 was brought to the United States when he was only one year 

old and became a lawful permanent resident (LPR) when he was three.  His entire family, 

including his parents and five siblings, are either LPRs or U.S. citizens.  LASD arrested him for 

a probation violation and handed him over to ICE.  After three months at Adelanto, CARECEN 

took on his representation through the Los Angeles Justice Fund.  He won his immigration case, 

but he should not have had to go through his harrowing experience in the first place. 

 

III. LASD’s Entanglement with ICE Undermines Public Safety 

 

LASD’s entanglement with ICE undermines public safety.  Notably, in a recent national 

study, the University of California, Davis, found no correlation between deportations and public 

safety; in particular, deportations had no effect on violent or property crime, regardless of how 

aggressive deportations were in a given area.9  What is clear, however, is that law enforcement 

entanglement with ICE has made immigrant community members far more distrusting of law 

enforcement.10 

 

IV. LASD’s Entanglement with ICE Raises Serious Legal Concerns and Exposes the 

County to Greater Risks for Financial Liability 

 

LASD’s continued detention of individuals beyond their time of release—even if for a 

brief moment—constitutes a new arrest, and probable cause of a crime is required;11 ICE 

detainers, however, are not supported by probable cause.12  On this subject, the County Counsel 

and County Executive of Santa Clara County have opined that the sheriff’s department cannot 

accurately determine whether an individual falls under an SB 54 exception without delaying the 

individual’s release in many cases.13  Furthermore, the practice of honoring ICE detainers 

lacking probable cause has led to U.S. citizens being unconstitutionally detained and turned over 

to ICE, and even deported.14  For example, at the behest of ICE, LASD detained Gerardo 

Gonzalez, a U.S. citizen born in Pacoima, California.15  Thus, LASD’s practice of transferring 

individuals to ICE based on ICE detainers raises serious legal concerns, exposing the County to 

greater risks for financial liability.16   

 

In light of these serious legal concerns, many jurisdictions throughout California have 

refused to honor ICE detainers, including requests for notifications and transfers, unless they are 

accompanied by a judicial warrant or other documentation establishing probable cause of a 

crime.17  In Santa Clara County, the Sheriff may not facilitate the transfer of an individual to ICE 

unless ICE “presents a valid arrest warrant signed by a federal or state judicial officer, or other 



signed writ or order from a federal or state judicial officer authorizing ICE’s arrest of the 

[individual].”18  The City of Santa Ana prohibits the use of resources to comply with ICE 

detainers, including requests for notifications and transfers, unless required by law.19  In 

addition, as mentioned above, LAPD also requires ICE to present a judicial warrant. 

 

V. Recommendations  

 

Motivated by genuine budgetary concerns, including the efficient use of County 

resources to advance County priorities and prevent potential financial liabilities, the Board 

should use its significant budgetary authority.20  The Board should prohibit LASD’s use of 

County resources to identify, investigate, arrest, detain, or otherwise facilitate ICE’s arrest of a 

person, unless it is pursuant to a judicial warrant or judicial probable cause determination, or 

otherwise required by federal or state law.  Furthermore, whether ICE agents or private 

contractors working on behalf of ICE, ICE should not be given access to LASD property or be 

allowed to use its databases, facilities, or equipment.   

 

As the county with one of the richest and most diverse immigrant communities, the 

County of Los Angeles should no longer be complicit in LASD’s furthering family separation 

right here in Los Angeles.  Instead, the County should reinforce its commitment to defending 

against the Trump administration’s racist, unconstitutional mass deportation agenda by 

expanding the Los Angeles Justice Fund.   
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