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Oregon as a Sanctuary
Jurisdiction



Oregon’s Sanctuary Law

Key components

e Found at ORS 181A.820, et seq. (2019)

e Prohibits public bodies from inquiring into or collecting
information about an individual’s immigration or citizenship
status or national origin (ORS 181A.823)



Oregon’s Sanctuary Law

Key components cont.

e Prohibits public bodies from cooperating, supporting, or
providing information or access to federal immigration authorities
for the purposes of federal immigration laws without a judicial
order or except as required by state or federal law (ORS

181A.823)



Oregon’s Sanctuary Law

Key components cont.

e Prohibits law enforcement agencies or their personnel (on duty
or off duty) from:

e aiding in the enforcement of federal immigration laws;
e denying services or benefits based on immigration status;
e using public resources to assist with enforcing federal
immigration laws without a judicial order.

(ORS 181A.822, ORS 181A.823, ORS 181A.826)
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Oregon’s Sanctuary Law:
A History
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

100 State Office Building
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Telephone: (503) 378-6368

April 28, 1977

This opinion is issued in response to gquestions presented

‘ by Mr. Edward J. Sullivan, Legal Counsel to the Governor.
:

FIRST QUESTION PRESENTED
What, if any, jurisdiction do state and local
law enforcement officers have to enforce United States

statutes and regqulations regarding immigration and
naturalization?

ANSWER GIVEN

None.




The first Oregon sanctuary law
was enacted in 1987. (HB 2314)

Limited revision to the law in
2003. (HB 2089)

In 2018, voters rejected Measure
105, which would have repealed

the sanctuary law.

2021 Sanctuary Promise Act
added new provisions. (HB 3265)

Oregon’s Sanctuary Law History:
1987-2021



racking Violations of Oregon’s Law

DOJ hotline / webpage OCJC webform
e 129 contacts e 104 reports
e 30: state resources used to investigate, e 57: immigration detainers

apprehend, arrest, detain or hold. _ _ _
e 28: information sharing.

e 14: information sharing.
£ e 10: request for cooperation (investigation,

e 11: agreement to authorize holds or exercise interrogation, warrant for arrest)
iImmigration powers.



1IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE STATE OF OREGON

FORE THE COUNTY OF LANE
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Sanctuary Jurisdiction

Disputes
Legal Background



Article VI, Clause 2:
Supremacy Clause e
“This Constitution, and the Laws of the oe”

/\/ ’
/LY
7% ‘
oY
United States which shall be made in ; ,
Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties e e o 7
made, or which shall be made, under E—
the Authority of the United States, shall
be the supreme Law of the Land; and
the Judges in every State shall be bound
thereby, any Thing in the Constitution
or Laws of any State to the Contrary
notwithstanding.”

\B




But then there was the
Tenth...

Tenth Amendment: “The
powers not delegated to the
United States by the
Constitution, nor prohibited by
it to the States, are reserved e
to the States respectively, or .
to the people.”




Anti-Commandeering

“The Federal Government may neither
issue directives requiring the States to
address particular problems, nor
command the States' officers, or those
of their political subdivisions, to
administer or enforce a federal
regulatory program.”

Printz v. United States, 521 US 898, 935
(1997).




Immigration and Nationality Act (INA)

*Section 1373(a):

e Government units or officials “may not prohibit, or in
any way restrict any government entity or official from
sending to, or receiving from, the Immigration and
Naturalization Service information regarding the
citizenship or immigration status, lawful or unlawful, of
any individual.”




Immigration and Nationality Act (INA)
(cont.)

e Section 1373(b):

* No person or agency “may prohibit, or in any way restrict, a Federal, State,
or local government entity from doing any of the following with respect to
information regarding the immigration status, lawful or unlawful, of any
individual.

* “(1) Sending such information to, or requesting or receiving such
information from, the Immigration and Naturalization Service.

e “(2) Maintaining such information.

» “(3) Exchanging such information with any Federal, State, or local
government entity.”




City & County of San Francisco v. Garland
42 F.A™M 1078 (9th Cir. 2022)

e What does 1373 require?

“Section 1373 only covers immigration-status information—i.e., what
one's immigration status is.”

“Oregon Plaintiffs' laws do not restrict sharing what [a person's]
immigration status is and, therefore, comply with Section 1373.

Is Section 1373 constitutional?



City & County of San Francisco v. Garland
42 F.A™M 1078 (9th Cir. 2022)




Federal Executive Orders (2025)

Donald J. Trump &

@realDonaldTrump

45th President of the United States of America®

© Washington, DC & Vote.Dona
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Executive Order 14159: “Protecting the American
People Against Invasion” (January 20, 2025)

Executive Order 14218: “Ending Taxpayer
Subsidization of Open Borders” (February 19,
2025)

Executive Order 14287: “Protecting American
Communities from Criminal Aliens” (April 28,
2025)




Sanctuary Jurisdiction

Disputes
Recent Action



Federal Characteristics of a Sanctuary
Jurisdiction

Pursuant to executive order, the US DOJ has published a list of characteristics of a
sanctuary city:

o Public declaration.

o Laws, ordinances, or executive directives limiting local cooperation.

o Restriction on information sharing under Section 1373.

o Prohibit local funds from supporting federal immigration enforcement.
> Non-cooperation with ICE/DHS or detainers.

o Local offices that liaise with or advise immigrant communities.

o Benefit assistance to undocumented individuals.



Letters to Sanctuary Jurisdictions - |
4 : Office of ?lgr Attornep Gheneral
(Aug. 13, 2025) Washingtew T ¢ 20530

Ruguet 131, 2025

Iina Kowek
Gaovernor of Uregen
o0 Office of the Genersd Counsel

On August 13, 2025, the US DOJ sent letters to

Dyar Covernor Kotek

sanctuary jurisdictions. T —

agerciny, inclading for immigration erforcoment. Sech cooperation is visd In enfrece federal bim
and peotect retional secunty, Recognicing that need, Congress has codifiad fhe duty of statex and
local govermments %o cooperate in irmmi geation enforcement efforts

Fer toe long, sn-called sarctuary junisdiction pobcex have sndermimed this noocaarny

Jurisdictions were given until August 19, 2025, , gl
tO e||mi n at e S an Ctuary p OII Cle S. ué.‘:-a..'.mmn;mmmx:u-u.a-n:mz':i!;u.-«‘mmn}fm\-!.umax‘:;r.:lmm;

Urder Presiderst Trussp's leadonbip, (Ul cooperation by state sl local goverments in
irrenigraton enforoement effons & & Wop priosity. To ermure sach cooperatice, the Presadent has
deecied the Anomey General of the United Sues, in coordisation witk the Secretary of
Hoemseland Socerity, %o Mertily sanctoey jurisdictions and sotify thess of ther unfowfl
sancluary statos and potential vieletioas of feden) low AdStonslly, de President divecind
fodered apencies w0 Merdify and evaluote their statuiory asthority 1o Bsue grants, controcts, and
foderd fusds, 1o Sctcrmine wheee Ioegratlon. eedoned tenms and cooditions may be added
comboe sancouary pedicies that viokse toderad oomigrtion law. See Executive Order 16257,
Frovecring Awerkoon Caomnities frowe Criovimal Allass, 90 Fod Reg. 15781 (Apnd 2%, NQ3)
As cormemplated by the Executive Ovder, Seslgnation as a sactoamry Jurisdiction may resule in
additional comsequences and further agency actions as permined by kow, Ser A

As the el lyw enforcement officer of the United States, | am commented %o Mentsfying
staie sod locad Ly, palicies, and peactices that Bcilitsie violatioes of foderal mmigration Lows
or impede Srorfud fndenl immagration operaticas, and taking kepd action s chadlenge sach liews,
palicies, or practices, badividuals opensing usder Sae color of law, weng their official postion 10
obwinud foderad imemigradion caforcanent offonts and faciliatmyg or iaducing Sogal desigration
iy Be wubbot 1o criminad Clurges. As such, | Rave nstacted dt all ltigating componcnts of
1he Deprarirecnt aad cach 1S, Ancescy’s Ofhoe shall investigete inchdents lavolving any such
potertial unlasfid comduct and shall, whese suppormad by the evideace, prosecute viokstons of
federsd aos sch as BUSC § 1524 1SUSC §37TLIBUSC S 1077, and 1K L . 41908
Stne oad local catithes, parscularty these with polickes (n violation of S USC, § 157508

You are hereby notified that your jurisdiction has been identified as one that engages in
sanctuary policies and practices that thwart federal immigration enforcement to the detriment of
the interests of the United States. This ends now. By Tuesday, August 19, 2025, please submit a

response to this letter that confirms your commitment to complying with federal law and
identifies the immediate initiatives you are taking to eliminate laws, policies, and practices that
impede federal immigration enforcement. This letter does not constitute final agency action and
nothing in this letter creates any right or benefit enforceable at law against the United States.




CITY OF Eabert L. Taylor, City Atterney
1221 3W 4% Avenoe, Suite 430

PORTLAND, OREGON Poriland, Cregan 97204

Telephone: [ 503) BX5-404 7
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY Fax: (503} BZ3- 1089

August |9, 2025
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Pamela Bondi

Atomey General

Office of the Attormey General
400 &5 S MW

Washington, DC 200

Ri: Augast 13, 2025 Leter
Deear Attormey General Bondi:

The City of Portland s in receipt of your August 13, 2025, letter to Mayor Keath Wilson
mequesting con firmaton that the City of Portland complies wath faderal immigration law. Please
take this letter as the ':i.'l'_ﬁ'lh- Tespinss that the Ei[!..' of Portland |.'l.||r.|]:|-|:i|.'5 with a.ppli.-::ll:!lq‘: federal

amd state laws, amd the City of Portland wall continee to fellow such laws,

Simncerdy,

, = K
1= i ) —

LS i '
Rober L Tu_'.- lor
City Attomey

RT/ NS am

Tina Korex
Crovernon

August 19, 2025
Vin: FedEx

The Honorable Pamela Bondi
Attomey General

LLS. Department of Justice
950 Permsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, D.C. 20530

Dear Attorney General Bondi:

The State of Oregon acknowledges receipt of your letter of August 13, 2025, Your letter asserts
the State of Oregon engages in “policies und procedures that thwast federal immigration
enforcement.™ You demanded a response by today. On behalf of the State of Oregon and its
citrzens, 1 respectfully disagree with your assertions. The State of Oregon, its public officials,
and its law enforcement officers do not engage in conduct that thwarts federal immigration
enforcement.

Since Oregon enacted its state law regarding federnl immigration enforcement nearly 40 years
ago, Oregon public officials and kaw enforcement officers bave not violated federal immigration
enforcement law.

Onegon enacted a baw regarding federal immigration enforcement in 1987, A 2018 ballot
measure to repeal portions of Oregon’s federal immigration entorcement law failed when 63%
percent of Oregon voters oppased repealing the existing law. The original state immigration law
was strengthened and clarified by the Oregon Legaslature in 2021. The Oregon Attormey
General's sunctuary gusiance states “Oregon stands for the safety, dignity, and human rights of
all Oregonians.” The citizens of Oregon bave repeatedly and emphatically supported Oregon's
immagration enforoement policy.

I'he State of Oregon acknowledges your threat to pursue criminal charges against pablic officials
“using their oflicial position 1o obstruct federal immigration efforts and [acilitating o inducing
illegal immigration.” No Oregon public official or law enforcement officer is engaged in any
activity to “obstruct” federal immigration efforts. Oregon's enacted laws are consistent with the
Tenth Amendment and anticommandeering rule. The state does not take on the additional
expense or burden to perform federal immigration enforcement as it is the job of the federl
government,




Federal Grants/Funding

Detainers/Warrants

Information Collection/Sharing

Most Common Areas of Dispute



Sanctuary Jurisdiction

Disputes
Close to Home



King County V.
Turner (May 2025)

Western District of Washington, Case No. 2:25-cv-
00814-BJR

Municipalities filed a lawsuit
alleging the federal
government imposed
unlawful conditions on
federal grants.

Bend, Portland, and
Multnomah County later
joined the lawsuit.

Were the new funding
conditions unlawful?

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT SEATTLE

MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR.
COUNTY; PIERCE COUNTY
SNOHOMISH COUNTY, CITY AND
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCOy,
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA; CITY
OF BOSTON; CITY OF COLUMBUS,
and CITY OF NEW YORK,

Plaintiffs,
V.

SCOTT TURNER in his official capacity

as Secretary of the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development; the
LS. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT:; SEAN
DUFFY in his official capacity as
Secretary of the U.S. Department of
Transportation; the U.5. DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION; MATTHEW
WELBES in his official capacity as acting
Director of the Federal Transit
Administration; and the FEDERAL
TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION,

Defendants.

Mo,

COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY
AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF




San Francisco v. Trump (Feb 2025)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT Northern District of California, Case No. 3:25-cv-01350-WHO

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

City of Portland and several other municipalities
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, | Case N, 25-130 filed an action against the federal government
PORTLAND: MARTIN LUTHER KING. JR. alleging the federal government was

COUNTY, CITY OF NEW HAVEN, COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF th reatening to unlawfully withhold fu nding that
had been awarded but not yet distributed.

Plaintiffs,

=

V&,

DONALD J. TRUMP, President of the United LI . . L

States, UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, Cities of Bend and Wilsonville later joined the
PAMELA BONDI, Attorney General of the .

United States, EMIL BOVE, Acting Deputy la wSsult.

Attorney General, UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, KRISTI NOEM,

[§8]

(F¥

2
2
24
25
2

;| Homdind secuiy, ONITEDSTATES The municipalities argued the federal

| DoEs 1-100, ’ government’s threat to withhold hold funds

; Defendants. based on sanctuary city status was inconsistent
with statute and violated anti-commandeering
principles.



lllinois v. Fed. Emerg. Mgt. Ag. (May 2025)

D. Rhode Island, Case No. 25-206 WES (2025)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND

u C O n d iti O n S STATE OF ILLINOIS; STATE OF

CALIFORNIA; STATE OF NEW JERSEY:

= Participation in joint operations with DHS/ICE
= Sharing of information
= Short-term detention ot :
= Access to detainees in jails/prison

» Cannot publicize federal immigration
enforcement operations '_f':__”%%_jg,ﬁ,:m‘;ﬂ;:*.rﬁ::::&?m

= Risk losing all DHS-administered funds

-’[RMI OMNT; STA
W, %I]]Nu'rr IN; STATE OF ‘L’-]‘\LHN‘\[\

Plaintiffs.
No. 1:25-cv-00206-WES-PAS

»Result: Permanent injunction (last week) “ﬂm

Commandant of the U5, Coast Guard,

Defendants.




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND

STATE OF CALIFORNIA: STATE OF
ILLINOIS; STATE OF NEW JERSEY;
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND; STATE OF
MARYLAND: STATE OF COLORADO;
STATE OF CONNECTICUT; STATE OF
DELAWARE; STATE OF HAWAIL; STATE
OF MAINE; COMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS; PEOPLE OF THE
STATE OF MICHIGAN; STATE OF
MINMNESOTA; STATE OF NEVADA;
STATE OF NEW MEXICO; STATE OF
NEW YORK:; STATE OF OREGON:
STATE OF VERMONT; STATE OF
WASHINGTON; AND STATE OF
WISCOMNSIN,

Plaintiffs,

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION; SEAN DUFFY. in
his offic acity as Secretary of

Defendants.

California v. U.S. Dep’t of Transportation (May 2025)

D. Rhode Island, Case No. 1:25-cv-00208-JJM-PAS; filed 5/13/25

Similar case, against Department of
Transportation

The court entered a preliminary injunction
on June 19, 2025

Status: Parties both filed motions for
summary judgment on August 19, 2025. No
oral argument or decision yet.




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF RHODE ISLAND

STATE OF NEW IERSEY; S5TATE OF
RHODE ISLAND; 5TATE OF CALIFORMNLA:
STATE OF DELAWARE; STATE OF
ILLINGIS; STATE OF COLORADC: STATE
OF CONMECTICUT; DISTRICT  OF
COLUMEBILA: STATE OF HAWAL'L STATE
OF MAINE; 5TATE OF MARYLAND:
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS:
STATE OF MICHIGAN; STATE OF
MINMESOTA: STATE OF NEVADA; STATE
OF NEW MEXICO; STATE OF NEW YORK:
STATE OF OREGON; STATE OF
VEREMONT; STATE OF WASHINGTOMN;
STATE OF WISCONSIN,

FPlainriffs,
V.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE; PAMELA J. BONDI, in her official
as Attomey General of the Umited
: OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS;
MAUREEN HENNEBERG, m her official
capacity as Acting Assistant Attomey General
for the Office of Justice Programs; OFFICE
FOR VICTIME OF CRIME; KATHERINE
DARKE SCHMITT, i her otticial capacity as
Acting Director of the Office for Victims of
Crime,

Diefendanis.

Moo 1:25-cv-

New Jersey v. Dept. of Justice (August
2025)

D. Rhode Island, Case No. 1:25-cv-00404; filed
8/18/25

Grants offered through the Victims of
Crime Act programs.

Recipients required to agree to cooperate
with federal immigration.

Oregon and 20 other jurisdictions filed a
lawsuit.

Status: No answer filed yet.




Marion County v. Kotek (August 2025)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF OREGON

EUGENE DIVISION

MARION COUNTY, a Political Subdivision of
the Siate of Oregon;

Case M. B2 501464

Plaintiff,

V. COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY
RELIEF
TINA KOTEK, in her official capacity as
Governor of Oregon;
KRISTI NOEM. in her official capacity as
Director of the United States Homeland Security;
and
TODD LYONS, in his official capacity as
Acting Director of the United States Immigration
and Customs Enforcement,

Drefendants.

District of Oregon, Case No. 6:25-cv-01464

ICE sent immigration enforcement
subpoenas to County.

Marion County filed suit against the
federal and state government.

Marion County requested a declaration
stating what the law requires Marion
County do.

Status: Complaint filed.




Sanctuary Jurisdiction

Disputes
National



United States v. State of lllinois
(Feb. 2025)

Northern District of lllinois, Case No. 1:25-cv-
0128

Allinois, Cook County, and Chicago enacted
sanctuary laws that prohibited state and local
government from:

- supporting civil immigration activities,

- communicating with immi§ration agents
before release from custody,

- providing access to individuals in custody,

- providing personal information for
individuals.

Federal government brought claims against
the State of Illinois, Cook County, Board of
Commissioners, Chlcago and leadership at
every level (governor, President of Board of
Commissioners, Mayor).

The federal government alleged the state
and local sanctuary laws were preempted
under the Supremacy clause, .
unconstitutionally discriminated against the
federal government, and unconstitutionally
regulated the federal government.

Were/did they?

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN MSTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
No. 1:25-cv-12R5
Plaintiff,
v COMPLAINT
STATE OF ILLINOIS: JB PRITZKER,
Governor of [linois, in his Official
Capacity; THE CITY OF CHICAGO:;
BRANDON JOHNSON, Mavor of

Chicago, in his Official Capacity; LARRY
SNELLING, Chicago Police
Superintendent, in his Othicial Capacity;
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS; COOK
COUNTY BOARD OF

COMMISSIONERS; TONI
PRECEKWINEKLE, President of the Cook
County Board of Commissioners, in her
Official Capacity; THOMAS J. DART,
Cook County Sheriff, in his Official
Capacity,

Defendants.



U.S. v. State of
Colorado (May 2025)

District of Colorado Case No. 1:25-cv-01391-KAS

Federal government brought action seeking
to prohibit Colorado from enforcing state
and local sanctuary laws, specifically those
that restricted state and local law
enforcement from:

- assisting with immigration enforcement;

- detaining an individual due solely to an
immigration detainer;

- collecting information on immigration or
citizenship status,;

- sharing personal information with
immigration enforcement;

- using city resources forimmigration
enforcement; and

- providing access to non-public areas

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF COLORADOD

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff,

STATE oF CoLorapd, Jarep Pous,
Governor of Colorado, in s Offical
Capacity; COLORADO GENERAL ASSEMBLY;
PriLir WEISER, Attorney General of
Colorado, in his Official Capacity; City
AND County oF DeENvVER: DeExveER CITy
CouxciL; Mike Jonunston, Mayor for the
City and County of Denver, in his otficial
capacity; DENVER SHERIFF DEPARTMENT
ELias  Dicamws, Sherff of  Denver,
Colorado, in his official capacity.

Defendants.

COMPLAINT




U.S. v. City of Los Angeles (June 2025)

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,, No. 2:25-¢v-05917

PlaintifT, COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY
AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

V.

CITY OF LOS ANGELES; KAREN
BASS, Mayor of Los Angeles, in her
v: LOS ANGELES CITY
H.(IL‘I:.I:(_ E HARRIS-
sident of the Los Angeles
City Council, in his official capacity.

Defendants.

Central District of California Case No. 2:25-cv-05917

Los Angeles codified its sanctuary city policies in
December 2024. Those sanctuary city laws prohibit
city personnel from:

- collecting or sharing information about
citizenship or immigration status;

- investigating, citing, arresting, holding,
transferring, or detaining anyone for immigration
enforcement;

- responding to an administrative warrant;

- making anyone in City custody or any non-public
City area available to immigration agents; or

- participating in immigration enforcement.

Federal government filed suit against the City,

alleging the City’s Code violated the Supremacy
Clause and constituted unlawful regulation and
discrimination against the federal government.



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

UNMITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plainnft,
v COMPLAINT
. ) i Mo 1:253-ov-4084
Crry or New Yore: Eric Lo \u- [ "'.[.11.'-:':1' ' e
of [hl_l Ity of "~.._|_1,. Y LIIL i hi

ADRIENNE I AMS, ;

York City C num.l] in Iu.r official capacity;
NEW YORK CITY l_'lE.T".';F.l?.:II WT OF
CorrEcTIoN; Ly r
{'.-:}mmi.r.ﬁ:i-:}nf rof rlu. If'm_ % o )
Department of Correction, in her official
capacty; New Yore Crry DEPARTMENT OF
ProBAaTION; Juanima N, HoL
Commissioner of the New York Ciry
Department of Probation, in her official
capacity; NEw York Crry POLICE
DEPARTMENT; JESSICA 5.T1

Commissioner of the Mew York Ciry Police
Department, in her official capaciey,

Diefendants.

U.S. v. City of New York (July 2025)

Eastern District of New York Case No. 1:25-cv-4084

Federal government filed suit, challenging the New York City Code
prohibiting City employees from assisting Homeland Security with
immigration enforcement and prohibiting the use of any City
resources to assist.

The federal government also challenged the Code’s prohibition on
honoring civilimmigration detainer requests to hold inmates past
their release date.

Federal government asserted that the New York City laws violated
the Supremacy Clause and the INA.

Did they?



Key Takeaways

« The legal landscape on conflicts between federal and state/local
laws regarding sanctuary jurisdictions is uncertain.

« 8 U.S.C. § 1373 is the key federal statute at issue in lawsuits
brought by the federal government against local jurisdictions.

« Serious disputes about what 1373 requires and whether 1373 is
constitutional

« Given the number of actions, the Supreme Court may choose to
weigh in.

« An analysis of grant restrictions is fact specific, both as to the
restrictions and the grants to which those restrictions apply.



Questions?




Thank You

AN
”

Anit Jindal Erin Dawson
Anitlindal@MarkowitzHerbold.com ErinDawson@ MarkowitzHerbold.com
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