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l. INTRODUCTION

A. The Secretary’s charge to the subcommittee

On August 26, 2016, Secretary Jeh Johnson tasked the Homeland Security Advisory
Council (HSAC) to create a subcommittee to look at the use by U.S. Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE) of privately run immigration detention facilities. The tasking was occasioned
by an August 18 announcement that the Department of Justice (DOJ) was directing the Bureau of
Prisons (BOP) to reduce and ultimately end its use of private prisons. The Secretary asked that
this Subcommittee on Privatized Immigration Detention Facilities “address ICE’s current policy
and practices concerning the use of private immigration detention facilities and evaluate whether
this practice should be eliminated. This evaluation should consider all factors concerning policy
and practice with respect to ICE’s detention facilities, including fiscal considerations.’*

The subcommittee was created and spent approximately two months reviewing ICE
policies and interviewing ICE leadership, as well as other subject matter experts, staff of the
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), officials from BOP, the U.S. Marshals Service
(USMS), and DOJ. The subcommittee also met with detention experts, executives from the
major private detention companies, and representatives from national and local immigration
advocacy groups.> Additionally, subcommittee members visited two ICE detention facilities,
one owned and operated by ICE and the other owned and operated by a private for-profit
company. This report and its recommendations are the result of the interviews, documents, and
site visits mentioned above along with other research conducted by members of the
subcommittee.

B. Limitations

It is important to note at the outset certain limitations on the scope of our inquiry. Our
immigration law enforcement system is highly complex, and the topic of immigration detention
is deeply controversial. A report based on a two-month study of this sort necessarily must take a
high-altitude view of the subject, and extrapolate from a limited array of experiences and
research. (In contrast, the DOJ decision to phase out privatized BOP prisons drew from an
extensive and data-driven inquiry by that Department’s Inspector General, looking in detail at
practices in 28 BOP facilities.) Final decisions on the significant questions we have examined
would benefit from a more in-depth review of policies and practices — though we believe our
report and recommendations illuminate useful conclusions and lines of further inquiry.

Furthermore, our compressed timeframe dictated that we focus closely on the question of
the type of facility to be used for detention (primarily private vs. public), whenever immigration
detention is employed, and relatedly on potential changes to administrative practices that could
improve the quality and safety of detention. We did not try to address the broader policy

! The tasking is published in Volume 81 of the Federal Register, page 60713 (Sept. 2, 2016).
2 A list of subject matter experts and other witnesses with whom we met appears in Appendix B.
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decisions regarding how extensively DHS should deploy detention instead of alternatives to
detention such as community supervision programs, electronic monitoring, or release on bond.
We recognize the important debates occurring in multiple forums over the latter question, and
acknowledge that shifts in policies governing when to detain, as well as changes in migration
flow patterns, will affect the scope of realistic and available options.

C. Executive summary of recommendations

We present here at the outset the subcommittee’s core recommendations. The
background and reasoning supporting these conclusions are explained more fully in the
remaining sections of this report.

The Homeland Security Advisory Council voted on the draft report on December 1,
2016. The Council voted as follows:

e Five Members voted in support of the draft report.

e Seventeen Members voted in support of the draft report subject to associating
themselves with the views expressed in footnote 14 on page 11, which dissents on
various grounds from Recommendation (1) regarding the continued use of
privatized detention. These seventeen Members strongly concurred in the
remaining recommendations.

e One Member voted in opposition to the draft report.

(1) Fiscal considerations, combined with the need for realistic capacity to handle
sudden increases in detention, indicate that DHS’s use of private for-profit detention will
continue. But continuation should come with improved and expanded ICE oversight, and
with further exploration of other models to enhance ICE control, responsiveness, and sense
of accountability for daily operations at all detention facilities. ICE should also seek
ongoing ways to reduce reliance on detention in county jails.>

| As noted above, Recommendation (1) was not adopted in full by the HSAC. |

(2) Congress should provide to ICE the additional monetary and personnel
resources needed to provide for a more robust, effective and coordinated inspection regime,
as Well as the other improvements identified in this report.

(3) The ICE Health Service Corps (IHSC) has brought identifiable improvements to
health care in ICE detention facilities. It should be provided the funding to expand
coverage to a higher percentage of the facilities where ICE detainees are held, and to
ensure full staffing in those facilities, as part of continuing efforts to improve medical
services.

3See footnote 14 below for additional views on this recommendation. Footnote 14 was endorsed by a majority of the HSAC
voting to accept the subcommittee report.
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(4) ICE will still need to make some limited use of county jail detention, because
enforcement action often takes place in locations distant from DHS’s primary facilities.
ICE should strive, however, to negotiate inclusion of the full range of ICE detention
standards in its agreements with county jails, and should, to the maximum extent possible,
use county jails only for short-term detention (less than 72 hours) before transfer to larger
and higher-quality dedicated facilities.

(5) All inspections should make greater use of qualitative review of outcomes, rather
than simply using a quantitative checklist. The point of inspections is to provide
meaningful evaluation of actual on-the-ground detention conditions in each facility, in
order to develop and implement specific correctives as necessary.

(6) Annual inspections done by ICE’s Enforcement and Removal Operations (ERO)
should move toward greater direct involvement by ICE officers and subject matter experts
and not be left to implementation by the personnel of an inspection contractor.

(7) ICE should establish a more regular method for inspection of under-72-hour
facilities and staging areas.

(8) ICE should make greater use of unannounced inspections.

(9) The current layered systemfor inspections should be reformed to improve
communication among the involved offices, in order to minimize duplication of work and to
facilitate recognition of, and follow-up on, problematic practices identified in earlier
inspections.

(10) ICE should press hard for inclusion of the full and most recent Performance
Based National Detention Standards (PBNDS) in all contracts and agreements as they are
negotiated or renewed, minimizing waivers based on claims by the facility that certain
prescribed practices are burdensome.

(11) ICE should carefully examine its contract provisions to improve the array of
tools and procedures used to assure effective response to identified deficiencies, including
monetary withholding or contract reductions, plus rigorous follow-on review by ERO and
other personnel.

(12) ICE should establish clearly defined channels for the reporting of potential
problems, deficient conditions, or indications of abuse noted by ICE personnel who are
regularly present in contract detention facilities — with clear provision for timely follow-up
by appropriate ICE or DHS offices. ICE officers and employees should be encouraged to
do such reporting and should be rewarded for reports that uncover serious problems or
lead to significant improvements in practices.

(13) ICE should make sure there are well-defined channels for detainees and their
families and representatives to report problems, including through an enhanced
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community liaison. Complainants should be kept regularly informed of the progress of
official review and receive response to any complaint or grievance.

(14) ICE should revise contracts and Intergovernmental Service Agreements
(IGSAs) to provide for the stationing of an “ICE warden” at each of its largest facilities.
This officer should be given broad authority and focused accountability for alert
unstructured monitoring and timely response.
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1. BACKGROUND

A. Stakes and underlying values

Civil detention pending either an immigration hearing or implementation of a final
removal order is a weighty exercise of governmental power and must be done with care,
vigilance, and protections for the rights and health of the detainees. (Courts have held that the
constitution guarantees, among other protections affecting detainees, freedom from physical
abuse in detention, attention to medical needs, access to courts, and accommodation of the right
to prepare for and participate in administrative hearings regarding their removal.) Protecting
detainee rights and safety, while still serving the basic purposes of the underlying enforcement
regime, is a continuing challenge for all detention and corrections systems, federal, state, and
local.

The committee heard presentations from immigrant advocacy groups alleging serious
deficiencies or abuses that have occurred in ICE detention, with particular, but not exclusive,
focus on privately operated ICE facilities.” We also spoke with numerous ICE officials, who
disputed some of these assertions, explained the array of ICE detention facilities, the working of
their systems for contracting and monitoring, and their views of the system’s challenges and
accomplishments.

Because legitimate restriction on physical liberty is inherently and exclusively a
governmental authority, much could be said for a fully government-owned and government-
operated detention model, if one were starting a new detention system from scratch. But of
course we are not starting anew. Over many decades, immigration detention has evolved into a
mixed public-private system where only 10 percent of detainees are now in ICE-owned facilities
(known as Service Processing Centers or SPCs). Nearly all of the rest of the detainees are in
facilities operated by private companies or by county jails,® under various forms of contract or
agreement with ICE.” Even in the SPCs, many core functions, including security, are carried out

* See, e.g., Lynch v. Cannatella, 810 F.2d 1363, 1374 (5th Cir. 1987); Wong Wing v. United States, 163 U.S. 228
51896). Statutes and regulations also specify and amplify detainee rights.

Appendix C contains the principal written communications addressed to the committee from those with whom we
met, including advocacy organizations and subject-matter experts.
® We use the term “county jails” to refer generally to the detention facilities used for immigration detention that are
under the operational control of non-federal governmental entities rather than ICE or a private contracting firm. As
we use it, the term includes facilities run by state, local, or municipal governmental authorities, not necessarily
always by county sheriffs.
" The contracting structures are different for direct ICE agreements with private contractors versus those with county
jails. ICE has authority to enter into intergovernmental service agreements (IGSAs) with state or local government
entities for use of the latter’s detention facilities, under contracting procedures thatare far less complex than the
usualfederal government acquisition process commonly used for direct arrangements with private contract detention
facilities. But it should be noted that many facilities covered by IGSAs, especially those with a high bed capacity,
are actually operated by a private for-profit contractor. In such cases ICE deals primarily with the private contractor
over operational matters; the IGSA arrangement is used primarily to facilitate ease of contracting, and the local
government entity involved plays only a limited role. We countsuch facilities in the second category in Table | —
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by contract personnel, but with a more direct form of supervision by ICE officers than is the case
in the other two broad categories of detention facilities.

Table |
ICE Detainee Population by Type of Facility
(Based on average daily population as of September 12, 2016;
see footnote 7 for method used to determine facility type)

Facility type Percent of ICE detainee population
Federally owned and directed facilities (SPCs) 10 percent
Facilities operated by private, for-profit contractors 65 percent
Facilities operated by county jails or other local or state govt entity 25 percent

The question for the subcommittee, and ultimately for the Department, is therefore how
to reform the current structure to maximize the protection of detainee rights while still serving
the core purposes of the underlying enforcement regime. Even in the perspective of a potentially
lengthy implementation timeline (extending perhaps a decade, if necessary, to build new
facilities and allow current contracts to expire, rather than paying high fees for early contract
termination), likely resource constraints must necessarily be taken into account. Wholly 1CE-run
facilities are definitely an option to consider closely, but the core question is not the identity of
the operating entity but how to assure high-quality, efficient, safe, humane detention that is
appropriate for ICE detainees held for civil rather than criminal processing. All types of
detention facilities, even if operated entirely by federal government officers and employees,
require careful, sustained attention to programs for supervision, monitoring, inspection, and
timely remedial action.

B. The DOJ phase-out decision

The decision by DOJ to phase out — over many years as contracts expire — the use by
BOP of private contractor-operated prisons was the immediate stimulus for the subcommittee’s
tasking. It is therefore important to understand precisely what decision DOJ faced and what it
decided. As the memorandum from Deputy Attorney General Yates (Yates Memorandum)®

facilities operated by private for-profit contractors —because the table is not based on formalities of contracting but
rather on which type of entity has primary operational control over the facility.

A further variation should also be noted. In many otherlocations, ICE gains access to the use of county jail
space by means of riders on intergovernmental agreements (IGAs) already in place with the U.S. Marshals Service.
Typically in those facilities operational control resides in the county jail, and Table | counts themin the third
category based on that factor. The distinction between IGSAs and IGAs is not material for this subcommittee’s
inquiry. (Some of our interviewees did suggestthatimproved ICE control could be achieved by reducing reliance on
these sorts of indirect agreements, but otherevidence indicated that such agreements did not significantly impede
steps to enhance ICE monitoring and control when ICE is determined to take them. We did not reach a conclusion
on this issue.)

8 Memorandum for the Acting Director, Federal Bureau of Prisons, from Sally Q. Yates, Deputy Attorney General,
Reducing our Use of Private Prisons, Aug. 18, 2016.
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makes clear, DOJ began contracting with private prisons about a decade ago to cope with steeply
rising prison populations. But recent developments have resulted in significantly reduced federal
prison populations, declining from a total of 220,000 in 2013 to 195,000 today. At present only
15 percent of BOP detainees are in private facilities. (ICE’s situation is the mirror image; only 10
percent of ICE detainees are in ICE-owned facilities.) The declining prison population provides
a clear opportunity to close facilities, and DOJ will use that opportunity to move away from
contracting with private for-profit companies.

Importantly, in reaching this decision, the Yates Memorandum noted that federally
operated BOP facilities had a better record than private contractors on most (but not all) safetg/
and security factors according to a recent review by the DOJ Office of the Inspector General,
and that private facilities do not provide the same level of programs and resources. DOJ’s
decision, however, did not represent a finding that private prisons are inherently substandard; the
Deputy Attorney General said that they had “served an important role during a difficult period.”

C. Factorsaffecting ICE detention

ICE’s use of detention most closely parallels that of the Marshals Service, rather than
BOP’s use thereof, but DOJ has not acted to phase out the use of private detention facilities by
the Marshals Service. Like ICE, the Marshals primarily hold detainees awaiting trial or
implementation of a judgment, rather than for corrections or the related services that are
provided in prisons for convicted offenders. The Marshals Service had an average daily
population of 51,382 in FY 2016. About 19 percent were in federal facilities, 35 percent in
facilities operated by private contractors, and 46 percent in county jail facilities.

ICE detention is also particularly subject to sudden and sharp swings in population, to a
greater degree than the Marshals Service. For example, on November 10, in the midst of our
deliberations, Secretary Johnson announced that apprehensions of new arrivals along the
southwest border had increased from 39,501 in September to 46,195 in October (an increase of
16 percent) and that ICE detention, which is normally at 31,000 to 34,000 beds, had risen to
41,000. His announcement stated that he was authorizing ICE to acquire still further detention
space for single adults.*°

Capacity to handle such surges, when policymakers determine that detention will be part
of the response, cannot reasonably be maintained solely through the use of facilities staffed and
operated by federal officers. This leaves essentially two options for coping with sudden
detention fluctuations: privately operated facilities or county jails.

The subcommittee heard from a wide variety of sources, including both immigration
advocates and current and former ICE officials, that county jails are, in general, the most
problematic facilities for immigration detention. Because most of them are mixed-use facilities

% Office of the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Justice, Review of the Federal Bureau of Prisons’ Monitoring
of Contract Prisons (Evaluation and Inspections Division 16-06, August 2016).
10 statement by Secretary Johnson on Southwest Border Security, DHS Press Release (Nov. 10, 2016).
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primarily handling county detainees in the criminal-justice process, such facilities often will not
accept the full range of detailed detention standards that ICE has developed, though they
typically are required to agree to a more limited subset of the standards and to some provisions
for ICE monitoring. Moreover, the officials operating such county facilities can be resistant to
changes in their practices in response to identified problems, in part because they do not wish to
have sharp differences in treatment for different categories of detainees (ICE vs. local) held at
the same facility.

The subcommittee emphasizes that it would not represent improvement to phase out
private contractors if the result were heavier use of county jails. At least with regard to the
capacity to respond to surges in migration flows, contracts with private contractors in general
represent a better alternative.

We also recognize that ICE cannot realistically eliminate all use of county jail facilities
for detention, but for different reasons — primarily because immigration enforcement action often
takes place in remote locations distant from the other types of detention facilities. Nonetheless,
the difficulties mentioned above in ensuring acceptable standards in county jails dictate that ICE
should use such facilities only for short-term detention, transferring the detainees as soon as
possible to an SPC or a more complete facility run by a contractor and subject to the full range of
ICE standards and oversight.

Page | 8



I11. OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
]
A. The ICE-run model

SPCs. Our site visits to detention facilities did provide insights into potential structural
advantages that the SPC model might hold over the full private contract model. That experience
offered indications that when ICE operates the detention facility, ICE leadership can respond
more quickly and effectively to developing problems or sudden incidents. Even with the use of
specialized private contractors to carry out the lion’s share of specific operational functions
(including security), as is the case in all the SPCs, the SPC director, a senior and experienced
ICE officer, is clearly in charge of what happens at the facility and thus bears unmistakable
accountability for its operation. That director, supported by ICE executive staff based at the
facility, may more readily detect and address problems, errors or abuses, and direct timely
changes when dictated by local developments or by changed ICE policy. Of course, such
responsiveness is not automatic; it also can depend heavily on the particular officers involved or
other details of the smaller scale contracts and relationships at a particular SPC. We were not
able to explore sufficiently whether SPCsas a general matter enjoy this governance advantage,
but we suggest that DHS undertake a closer and more systematic look at this potential in
connection with further detention planning.

We also note that the SPC model is generally more expensive than the other types of ICE
detention. ICE reports that the average cost of a day in an ICE SPCis $184.35 per person versus
$144.23 in a privately-contracted detention facility.! Moreover, one-time transition costs to
ICE-owned and directed facilities would exceed $1.3 billion and could be as much as $5-6
billion, according to estimates received from ICE.'? The cost factor undoubtedly puts limits on
the extent to which significant changes toward an SPC model could be pursued. And we repeat
the admonition noted above: any reduction in the use of private contractor detention would
disserve the goals of safe and humane immigration detention if it simply results in increased
reliance on detention in county jails.

ICE Health Service Corps. Quality health care is an ongoing challenge in all prison and
detention facilities, no matter who runs them. Health care inevitably affects core concerns about
the safety and well-being of the individual detainees, and substandard care is recognized as a
leading potential source for grievances or disturbances. Sustaining adequate health care staffing,
however, can be difficult for all types of detention facilities and prisons, in part because of their
typically remote location and in part because skilled health-care professionals generally have
other job opportunities in more attractive or comfortable settings. A March 2016 report by the

1 For this reason ICE has been under sustained pressure from congressional appropriators to reduce the use of SPCs
and in fact has closed four SPCs over the last eight years, while opening new contract facilities.

12 Actual costs of such a transition could vary considerably, depending on a host of choices about exactly what new
facilities would be purchased, leased, or constructed, and the exact mix of federal and contract employees in the
staffing at those facilities.
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DOJ OIG, for example, examined and critiqued chronic difficulties in sustaining adequate health
care staffing in federally operated BOP facilities. ™

ICE’s challenge in this realm is perhaps greater than that facing most U.S. detention or
prison facilities, because a great many of its detainees are recent arrivals from other countries
where the individual may have had very limited access to quality health care. ICE and its
predecessor agencies have struggled with this challenge for decades, and allegations of poor-
quality health care in ICE facilities have regularly figured in outside criticism of the system.

ICE has responded in two primary ways over the last decade or so, and improvements
have resulted. First, ICE adopted more detailed and rigorous requirements for treatment,
hospitalization, and extensive notifications regarding any detainee who has a life-threatening
illness. If death results, in any type of ICE detention facility, immediate reporting is required to
the head of ICE Enforcement and Removal Operations, and then to the office of the ICE
Director, DHS’s Office of the Inspector General, and its Office for Civil Rights and Civil
Liberties (CRCL), as well as next-of-kin. The policy mandates a close inquiry into the
circumstances of the death, leading to a detailed report that highlights lessons learned. Health
care and emergency response practices have been reformed based on this learning process.
Deaths in ICE custody have been significantly reduced, from an average of 26 per year in
calendar years 2004-2006to 7 in 2013-2015, despite rising detainee populations.

Second, and of wider applicability, ICE moved in 2006 to set up its own, directly run,
health-care provider service, the ICE Health Service Corps, with a staff of 1100, importantly
including uniformed officers from the Public Health Service. IHSC provides direct medical,
dental and mental health care to approximately 13,500 detainees housed at 21 designated
facilities. IHSC also plays a monitoring role with regard to the health care provided by the
contractor or county jail in other facilities. ICE would like to expand the use of IHSC in both
direct-provision and monitoring capacities, but expansion would require enhanced
appropriations.

Although there are definitely still problems and challenges in health care at IHSC-staffed
facilities, most persons with whom we talked indicated that the quality of care in such facilities is
better than under a contractor-supplied system. This appears to result from the fact that IHSC
health care falls under the direct accountability of ICE officials and is thus more responsive in
addressing problems. The subcommittee supports expansion of the use of IHSC, with the
ultimate objective of IHSC deployment in all of the larger ICE facilities of any type. We urge
Congress to provide the necessary funding.

Specific recommendations on expanding the role of government-run facilities or
operations:

13 Office of the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Justice, Review of the Federal Bureau of Prisons’ Medical
Staffing Challenges (Evaluation and Inspections Division 16-02, March 2016).
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(1) Fiscal considerations, combined with the need for realistic capacity to handle
sudden increases in detention, indicate that DHS’s use of private for-profit detention will
continue. But continuation should come with improved and expanded ICE oversight, and
with further exploration of other models that can enhance ICE control, responsiveness, and
sense of accountability for daily operations at all detention facilities. ICE should also seek
ongoing ways to reduce reliance on detention in county jails.'*

Recommendation (1) was not adopted in full by the HSAC. A majority of voting members
endorsed the views expressed in footnote 14. The December 1, 2016 vote of the HSAC on the
subcommittee’s report is described on page 2.

(2) Congress should provide to ICE the additional monetary and personnel
resources needed to provide for a more robust, effective and coordinated inspection regime,
as well as the other improvements identified in this report.

(3) IHSC has brought identifiable improvements to health care in ICE detention
facilities. It should be provided the funding to expand coverage to a higher percentage of
the facilities where ICE detainees are held, and to ensure full staffing in those facilities, as
part of continuing efforts to improve medical services.

14 Separate views of subcommittee member Marshall Fitz on this recommendation:

Based on the review this subcommittee conducted, | respectfully dissent from the conclusion that
reliance on private prisons should, or inevitably must, continue. | concede, as reflected in this
recommendation, that overall enforcement policy, historical reliance on private prisons,and geographic
concerns are presently driving reliance on private facilities. 1also acknowledge that any shift away from
such reliance would take years, carry significant costs,and require congressional partnership. As a result, |
understand the position adopted by the subcommittee, but I disagree that these obstacles require our
deference to the status quo.

First, in my estimation, the review undertaken by the subcommittee points directly toward the
inferiority of the private prison model from the perspective of governance and conditions. To be sure, fiscal
and flexibility considerations represented countervailing factors. However, on balance, my preliminary
judgment, based on the evidence we actually gathered as part of thisreview, is thata measured but
deliberate shift away from the private prison model is warranted.

Second, as the body of this report acknowledges, the shorttime line and tools at our disposal
necessarily limited the depth of our review. As such, | emphasize the preliminary nature of my judgment
above. | believe, however, that recommendation (1) likewise should have acknowledged that process
constraints rendered any firm conclusion on the appropriate mix of detention models premature.

Third, a number of key issues that went beyond the scope of this review are too consequentialand
too integral to allow for a fully informed decision on federal versus private detention models. A
meaningful determination onthe best detention model in light of all relevant factors demands deeper
investigation. Any such investigation should considera broader set of questions regarding the most
effective and humane approachto civil detention as well as whether alternatives to detention could lead to
diminished reliance on physical incarceration. Absentthattype of thorough review, | cannot,in good
conscience, agree that status quo reliance on the continuation of the private detention model is warranted or
appropriate.

Aside from this fundamental question, I strongly concur in the remainder of the subcommittee’s
recommendations regarding steps that should be taken immediately to improve the conditions, inspections,
and oversight of extant facilities.
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(4) 1ICE will still need to make some limited use of county jail detention, because
enforcement action often takes place in locations distant from DHS’s primary facilities.
ICE should strive, however, to negotiate inclusion of the full range of ICE detention
standards in its agreements with county jails, and should, to the maximum extent possible,
use county jails only for short-term detention (less than 72 hours) before transfer to larger
and higher-quality dedicated facilities.

B. Improving practices at all facilities

Because any transition to greater use of ICE-run facilities would at best require many
years, and because we recognize that some use of privately run facilities will continue, the
subcommittee also looked closely at potential changes in practices that would improve
conditions in all ICE facilities. A major focus was the process for inspection and monitoring,
plus promptly implementing reforms at the specific facility that are revealed as necessary or
advisable. This section focuses on improvements in inspections, including evolution of
underlying standards, and has application to all types of ICE detention facilities.

Background and the evolution of standards and monitoring. ICE and its predecessor
agencies have taken notable and progressive steps to improve conditions as the immigration
detention system has evolved. The primary ongoing challenges concern effective on-the-ground
implementation.

Effective monitoring and accountability depend in significant measure on the existence of
clear standards against which a facility’s performance — and that of responsible individuals — can
be measured. This is true for both government-operated and privately run facilities. A first set of
comprehensive standards for detention facilities was published by INS in 2000 and made
applicable to detention contracts. DHS undertook a major effort, involving wide consultation, to
refine, expand, and improve these detailed standards, resulting in 2008 in the publication of its
Performance Based National Detention Standards. Another round of extensive consultation,
including with representatives from the bar and with immigration advocacy organizations,
produced the third-generation set of standards reflected in PBNDS 2011. Its 450 pages contain
detailed specifications governing all aspects of facility operation. For new contracts with private
facilities, and as older contracts reach the point of renewal, ICE has worked to incorporate the
latest PBNDS version to set the governing contractual standards. The pattern of standards is
more mixed for county jails. There ICE has bowed to intergovernmental sensttivities, especially
when ICE detainees make up only a small portion of the facility’s population, and often permits
a jail facility to subscribe to a more limited range of standards by providing its own alternative
mechanisms or procedures. In some circumstances, private contract facilities are granted a
waiver of particular standards or requirements they contend are operationally burdensome.

Since at least 2009, ICE has been clearly on record as favoring a civil detention model,
rather than a model designed for the criminal-justice process, because ICE detention is not based
on a criminal charge or on punishment. Instead, detention is generally imposed when judged
necessary to assure that a person charged with a civil violation attends hearings and remains
available for removal if his or her defenses or claims for relief fail. The risk of flight is the
primary consideration in decisions on release versus detention, though danger to the community
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is also taken into consideration, both for potential release during proceedings and for security
classification for incoming detainees.

ICE has altered some facilities to conform more closely to a civil model of detention,
providing, for example, greater freedom of movement within the facility’s perimeter, expanded
opportunities to retain personal property including clothing, enhanced recreational opportunities,
and similar changes. The full potential of the civil model has not been realized, however. This
shortfall results in part from insufficient follow-through by ICE, though certain prototype
facilities have been established. It also derives in part from changes in 2014 to enforcement
priorities, which have resulted in a far higher percentage of detainees with criminal convictions,
potentially posing a greater risk of danger and therefore indicating more restrictive conditions for
such persons. Nonetheless the civil model remains ICE’s stated framework for policy and
planning. The subcommittee endorses this objective and recommends that ICE continue to move
toward fuller implementation of the civil model in all types of ICE facilities.

ICE and DHS have also made other notable improvements through the restructuring of
responsibilities for policy development, inspections, and other monitoring. In 2009, ICE created
the Office of Detention Policy and Planning, which reports directly to the ICE Director, to
centralize responsibility for updates and improvements to detention standards and for other
reform initiatives, including implementation of the civil model of detention. 1CE embarked in
2010 on a process of closing some detention facilities and opening others, in order to detain
persons in closer proximity to the main locations of enforcement activity — and therefore closer
to their families and to legal representation. (In this connection, ICE also implemented in 2010 a
national online detainee locator system, to help family and friends know the status of persons
detained as part of immigration proceedings.) ODPP was charged with providing consistent
headquarters involvement and guidance in that process for altering the map of detention
facilities.

Responsibility for a highly important set of regular inspections of detention facilities was
also transferred in 2009 to a new ICE Office of Detention Oversight (ODO). ODO is part of
ICE’s Office of Professional Responsibility and therefore institutionally independent from
Enforcement and Removal Operations (ERO), which oversees and operates detention facilities.

These organizational changes and the adoption of the comprehensive 2011 Performance
Based National Detention Standards provide a solid foundation for ongoing improvements in
detention conditions. Nonetheless, allegations and documented occurrences of deficiencies and
abuses in detention facilities, sometimes quite serious, continue. Significant challenges persist in
assuring that actual on-the-ground practice lives up to the full requirements — in all types of ICE
detention facilities (whether ICE-run, private-contractor-operated, or county jail). Monitoring by
ICE (and other DHS units, as appropriate), including a disciplined inspection regime, is crucial
in all ICE facilities, and accountability for deficiencies and abuses must be resolute.

Improving the inspection process. The current inspection structure is characterized by
four primary levels.*®

15 1n addition, the ICE Health Service Corps conducts inspections of medical care in ICE facilities. Andthe DHS
Office of the Inspector General has authority to inspect, including making unannounced spotinspections.
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First, the private contracting companies have their own inspection and monitoring
processes. (ICE is now working to enhance and standardize the requirement for such
contractor action through a new Quality Assurance Surveillance Program (QASP).)
Second, ICE ERO conducts annual inspections of all facilities that hold persons for over
72 hours (about 146 facilities), which includes SPCs. (As of September 12, 2016, ICE has
180 authorized detention facilities.) This review is carried out through an inspection
contract with The Nakamoto Group, Inc. Nakamoto’s teams, which do not include ICE
personnel or outside subject-matter experts, focus on quantitative measurement of inputs
rather than qualitative inquiry. (The quantitative process addresses, for example: Does the
facility have a written policy that meets the applicable ICE standards on outdoor
recreation or on staff training? Did the facility follow all the sequential steps in the
prescribed procedures for video recording of use-of-force incidents? In the
subcommittee’s view, qualitative review could better assess the extent to which policies
are implemented in daily practice.)

Third, ICE’s Office of Detention Oversight regularly undertakes more extensive
inspections of roughly 100 of the largest ICE detention facilities. These inspections,
which focus on core standards that affect detainee health, safety, and well-being, are
undertaken by teams headed by ODO personnel, supplemented by subject matter experts
and supported by contracted staff. These inspections occur on a three-year schedule
(approximately 30-35 per year, thus covering about 100 facilities in each three-year
cycle), but are done more frequently if needed in light of reported problems.

Fourth, DHS’s Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (CRCL), which reports directly
to the Secretary of Homeland Security, receives complaints from detained individuals and
their counsel, and also follows other sources of information about conditions in ICE
detention facilities. Based on its review of complaints and further inquiry, it makes
recommendations to the Department for changed practices, and it also schedules 10-15
intensive site visits each year to ICE detention facilities, led by experienced CRCL
officers and also involving subject matter experts.

A structure providing differentiated and layered inspection procedures for different-sized

detention facilities, with the most intensive inspections applied based on evidence of persistent or
acute problems, is basically sound. Closer and more detailed attention should indeed be paid to
those centers housing more detainees or holding them for lengthier periods. But our inquiry
suggests many improvements to the overall DHS inspection regime that could and should be
implemented.

Specific recommendations regarding inspections and remediation:

Inspections based on the Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) are planned for launch in 2017, to be conducted by
auditors from outside the Department.
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(5) All inspections should make greater use of qualitative review of outcomes, rather
than simply using a quantitative checklist. The point of inspections is to provide
meaningful evaluation of actual on-the-ground detention conditions in each facility, in
order to develop and implement specific correctives as necessary. Designing a specific
qualitative methodology in a way that preserves consistency is not easy, but ICE is now in the
midst of an intensive effort to develop detailed procedures for adding qualitative review of
medical care to its annual inspections. We commend ICE for that undertaking and urge that
qualitative review be progressively implemented to cover other core standards.

(6) Annual inspections by ERO should move toward greater direct involvement by
ICE officers and subject matter experts and not be left so completely to implementation by
the personnel of an inspection contractor. Because of the centrality and sensitivity of the
inspection process, ICE should seriously consider conducting this inspection role through ICE
personnel only, or at least through teams headed by ICE officers with more limited involvement
of an inspection contractor.

(7) ICE should establish a more regular method for inspection of under-72-hour
facilities and staging areas, plus those facilities given certain permissions to “self-inspect,”
concentrating on those locations that handle the largest numbers of detainees.

(8) ICE should make greater use of unannounced inspections.

(9) The current layered systemfor inspections should be reformed to improve
communication among the involved offices, in order to minimize duplication of work and to
facilitate recognition of, and follow-up on, problematic practices identified in earlier
inspections.

(10) ICE should press hard for inclusion of the full and most recent PBNDS
standards in all contracts and agreements as they are negotiated or renewed, minimizing
waivers based on claims by the facility that certain prescribed practices are burdensome.

(11) ICE should carefully examine its contract provisions to improve the array of
tools and procedures used to assure effective response to identified deficiencies, including
monetary withholding or contract reductions, plus rigorous follow-on review by ERO and
other personnel. The point is to enhance the incentives for contractors to take proactive and
early steps to fix problems.

C. Other recommendations for monitoring and “ownership” of accountability, in facilities
run by private contractors (and in the larger county jail facilities)

Monitoring. We also recommend other steps to enhance the role of ICE in unstructured
monitoring (i.e., separate from the formal inspections regime addressed in the previous section of
this report), in a way that connects more directly to timely remedy of deficiencies.
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In practice, monitoring of contractor performance in detention facilities already occurs
not only through structured inspections but also through the daily interactions that ICE officers
typically have with contractor personnel and with detainees. Contract detention facilities, at least
those of any significant size, contain office space for numerous ICE personnel, particularly
deportation officers, who are regularly on site to do intake, conduct detainee interviews, discuss
case processing, manage transportation to immigration court or other locations, or help arrange
for travel documents needed in the removal process. ICE personnel already have multiple
opportunities to learn of issues or problems in the detention facility. They should be
systematically encouraged to report indications of deficiencies, errors, and particularly more
serious abuses, through clearly defined channels that provide for timely follow-up. ICE should
also assure that channels are clearly defined for detainees and their families and representatives
to report such problems, including through enhanced community liaison. Efforts should be made
to keep complainants regularly apprised of the status of the official response to any complaint or
grievance.

Placing focused accountability for operations in a relatively high-ranking ICE ERO
officer for each large facility. Accountability for early response to problems and for remedying
deficient or dangerous practices in contract facilities of course resides importantly with the
contractor. But ICE could restructure the roles of the primary ICE officials involved in dealings
with each contract facility, to heighten ICE’s “ownership” of accountability for safe and effective
operation of the facility.

By imposing detention, the government ultimately stands accountable for protecting basic
rights and safety in that setting. We heard ideas for assigning to each of the larger ICE facilities
an ICE officer who would serve as a kind of “ICE warden.” He or she would build on the
monitoring identified above by walking the halls, talking with detainees and working-level
operational personnel to identify both problems and exemplary behavior — of course
accompanied by frequent follow-up and consultation with the contracting company’s lead
officers at that facility. Contract or IGSA provisions would be restructured to afford the ICE
warden significant authority to take urgent action when needed and also to arrange for or
negotiate longer term responsive changes in practices. He or she could also call for specific
focused inspection or inquiry, engaging other ICE or DHS offices as warranted, to address a
problematic area.

The subcommittee finds this suggestion quite promising for the larger contract detention
facilities. We do not have a specific recommendation for the number or size of facilities where
such deployment would be appropriate, but we note that ICE now stations Detention Services
Managers (who have a more constricted range of authority than we envision for an ICE warden)
at approximately 42 facilities — a useful benchmark for at least the early deployment of the new
officer position.

Specific recommendations regarding other monitoring:
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(12) ICE should establish clearly defined channels for the reporting of potential
problems, deficient conditions, or indications of abuse noted by ICE personnel who are
regularly present in contract detention facilities — with clear provision for timely follow-up
by appropriate ICE or DHS offices. ICE officers and employees should be encouraged to do
such reporting and should be rewarded for reports that uncover serious problems or lead to
significant improvements in practices.

(13) ICE should make sure there are well-defined channels for detainees and their
families and representatives to report problems, including through an enhanced
community liaison. Complainants should be kept regularly informed of the progress of
official review and response to any complaint or grievance.

(14) ICE should revise contracts and IGSAs to provide for the stationing of an

“ICE warden” at each of its largest facilities. This officer should be given broad authority
and focused accountability for alert, unstructured monitoring and timely response.
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Ms. Karen Tandy, Subcommittee Chair

Privatized Immigration Detention Facilities Subcommittee
Homeland Security Advisory Council

U.S. Department of Homeland Security

Nebraska Avenue Complex

3801 Nebraska Avenue NW

Washington, DC 20528

RE: ACLU calls on HSAC to urge immediate moratorium on expansion
of immigration detention

Dear Chairwoman Tandy and members of the HSAC Privatized Immigration
Detention Facilities Subcommittee:

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to meet with you in early October.
In the intervening weeks since our meeting, alarming developments have
arisen that have direct bearing on the charge given to this HSAC
Subcommittee — whether DHS should end the use of private prisons. In
October, DHS Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”) has
aggressively expanded the use of private prison contractors and has locked
DHS into long-term contracts, at the very same time that this Subcommittee
IS investigating the problem and preparing its report for the Secretary. Based
on media reports and private prison job announcements, it appears that ICE
has executed, or is close to finalizing, detention contracts for at least 3,600
privately-run beds in October alone.

It is extremely troubling that ICE is moving full steam ahead in increasing
privatized immigration detention beds precisely at the time that this
Subcommittee is studying whether DHS should end the use of private
prisons. We urge the Subcommittee to press DHS to issue a moratorium on
any expansion of immigration detention. Specifically ICE should not enter
into any new detention contract or any contract renewal involving a private
prison company or county jail. 1CE should also be restrained from
increasing the number of detention beds at any existing facility run by a
private prison company or county jail.

1) DHS recently executed a contract with private prison company
CCA to detain up to 1,200 immigrants at a notorious New
Mexico prison that had its contract with the Bureau of Prisons
severed in 2016.

The ACLU recently learned that ICE has entered into a brand new contract
with Corrections Corporation of America (“CCA”), one of the nation’s


http://www.aclu.org/

largest private prison companies, to detain up to 1,200 immigrants at Cibola
County Correctional Center in Milan, New Mexico. These new CCA
detention beds are expected to come online within the next 30 days, and
CCA is currently hiring a new “correctional officer” at the Cibola prison.*
Significantly, as recently as September 2016, CCA had operated a private
prison at Cibola County Correctional Center. In July 2016 the Bureau of
Prisons (“BOP”) terminated the CCA contract, and the last prisoners were
removed from Cibola in September.

The Cibola facility has long been known to be one of the most problem-
prone prisons in the nation. The Nation and the Investigative Fund have
documented at least three questionable deaths at the Cibola prison. One
prisoner died after a long delay in medical care following a heart attack.
Another prisoner hanged himself after being left alone and untreated in a cell
even though officials had previously flagged him as suicidal.?

Beyond the prisoner deaths, the Cibola prison accumulated more demerits
than any other private facility for repeated and systemic violations in the
medical unit. For months on end, the Cibola prison operated without a
single medical doctor. On five separate reviews, BOP monitors found that
CCA had not appropriately treated inmates with TB. On three separate
reviews, BOP monitors found that Cibola’s HIV care was not up to federal
standards.’

When BOP severed the Cibola contract in July 2016, this marked only the
fourth time in the last decade that BOP had terminated a contract prior to the
end of the contract period.* However, just as the final BOP prisoners were
transferred out of Cibola in September, CCA seized the opportunity to
convert its contract, virtually overnight, into a new ICE contract to detain up
to 1,200 immigrants in the very prison that was deemed unfit for prisoners.

The Cibola prison case illustrates how CCA is literally operating a revolving
door — shuttling out prisoners one month, shuttling in immigration detainees
the next month. Under this new CCA/Cibola contract, ICE has taken the
place of BOP, and immigration detainees have taken the place of federal
prisoners. But CCA and the Cibola prison remain exactly the same.

The CCA/Cibola conversion from a BOP contract to an ICE contract,
virtually overnight, makes it undeniably clear that DHS plans to continue
doing business with private prison companies without regard to a prison’s
record of abuses, deaths, or poor conditions.

! “Correctional Officer” (Milan, NM) job notice, posted Oct. 19, 2016 at
http://jobs.cca.com/milan/correctional-officer/jobid10524584-correctional-officer-jobs.
% For an extensive discussion of the poor medical care and mental health care record at the
Cibola facility, please see Seth Freed Wessler, The Feds Will Shut Down the Troubled Private
Prison in a ‘Nation’ Investigation, THE NATION, Aug. 15, 2016,
https://www.thenation.com/article/feds-will-shut-down-troubled-private-prison-in-nation-
;nvestigation/ [attached as Exhibit A].

Id.
“1d.
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2) DHS recently renewed a five-year contract for CCA to run a
mass family detention facility comprised of 2,400 beds.

In recent weeks, ICE renewed and extended the mass family detention
contract at Dilley, Texas to run through September 2021. For the next five
years CCA will continue to operate the 2,400-bed facility to detain Central
American children and mothers seeking refugee protection. The Dilley
contract is a no-bid, fixed-price, middleman-dependent contract with CCA.”
Like its 2014 predecessor contract, the new Dilley contract uses Eloy,
Arizona as a middleman for this Texas-based facility—an arrangement that
one legal academic described as “twisting and distorting the procurement
process past recognition.”® On a conference call with investors, the CEO of
CCA gloated about the Dilley contract renewal, calling the timing of the
renewal “notable with this ongoing [HSAC Subcommittee] review” and
expressing confidence that HSAC and DHS would “come to the same
conclusion that, we've been a really, really good tool for ICE.”’

Astonishingly, this CCA contract extension came only weeks after the DHS
Advisory Committee on Family Residential Centers recommended that DHS
end family detention and overhaul immigration policies to safeguard child
welfare® and at the same time that this HSAC Subcommittee is actively
evaluating whether DHS should end the use of private prisons.

The Dilley contract extension makes it patently clear that DHS plans to
continue doing big business with private prison companies at the expense of
the most vulnerable in our midst -- Central American children and mothers
who remain detained for months, sometimes longer than a year, as they
pursue their asylum claims in court.

3) Since summer 2016, ICE has increased the number of detention
beds at existing facilities run by private prison corporations.

The ACLU has recently learned that ICE has increased the number of
detention beds at four facilities run by for-profit prison corporations.
Specifically, ICE has expanded detention capacity at GEO Coastal Bend
Detention Facility, Texas; LaSalle County Regional Detention Center,

® Jamie McGee, CCA announces ICE contract extension, THE TENNESSEAN, October 18, 2016,
http://www.tennessean.com/story/money/2016/10/18/cca-announces-ice-contract-
extension/92355068/.

® Chico Harlan, Inside the administration’s $1 billion deal to detain Central American asylum
seekers, WASHINGTON PosT, Aug. 14, 2016,
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/inside-the-administrations-1-billion-deal-to-
detain-central-american-asylum-seekers/2016/08/14/e47f1960-5819-11e6-9aee-
8075993d73a2_story.html.

" Jamie McGee, CCA announces ICE contract extension, THE TENNESSEAN, October 18, 2016,
http://www.tennessean.com/story/money/2016/10/18/cca-announces-ice-contract-
extension/92355068/.

® U.S. IMMIGRATION CuSTOMS ENFORCEMENT, Report of the DHS Advisory Committee on Family
Residential Centers, Sept. 30, 2016,
https://www.ice.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Report/2016/ACFRC-sc-16093.pdf; U.S.
IMMIGRATION CuSTOMS ENFORCEMENT, Report of the DHS Advisory Committee on Family
Residential Centers — Recommendations Only, Sept. 30, 2016,
https://www.ice.gov/doclib/sevis/pdf/acfrcDraftSubcommRecmdOnly.pdf.
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Louisiana; Willacy County Regional Detention Facility, Texas; and
Torrance County Detention Facility, New Mexico/Texas. All of these
facilities have existing ICE contracts, and the new detention beds have been
added since June 2016.

4) DHS officials are scrambling to find 5,000 more prison beds and
are willing to waive national immigration detention standards and
rape prevention requirements.

Beyond increasing direct contracts with private prisons, DHS officials have
been trying to buy more county jail space for immigration detention
purposes. In at least a few cases, ICE is seeking to contract with a county
which in turn will subcontract with a for-profit prison company. There is
even discussion of waiving ICE national detention standards and 2003
Prison Rape Elimination Act requirements for these beds.® As one official
put it, “They’re scraping the bottom looking for beds.”*

ICE is presently working to buy jail space in Youngstown, Ohio; Aurora,
Colorado; Robstown, Texas'*; and Glen Burnie/Anne Arundel, Maryland.*
CCA has already posted nine job notices for the Youngstown facility,
including detention officer and unit manager jobs.™* Beyond these contracts
in-the-works, ICE in October started detaining 75 immigrants at Kankakee
County jail outside Chicago** even though no ICE contract had been
executed.

The accelerated growth of detention and the rapid expansion of detention
facilities is cause for tremendous concern. The use of detention facilities that
are exempt from even the most basic detention standards —and/or utilized
without a formal agreement — raises obvious concerns, including questions
about what detention and medical standards (if any) are being applied to the
facility, what mechanisms (if any) ICE is using to monitor conditions in the
facility, and how the facility can be held accountable for deaths, inhumane
conditions of confinement, and other lapses.

° Devlin Barrett, Record Immigrant Numbers Force Homeland Security to Search for New Jail
Space, WALL STREET JOURNAL, October 21, 2016, http://www.wsj.com/articles/record-
Lr)nmiqrant-numbers-force-homeland-securitv-to-search-for-new-iaiI-space-1477042202.
g

2 Amanda Yeager, Council passes residential rehabilitation bill, delays vote on immigrant
detention resolution for the second time, CAPITAL GAZETTE, Oct. 17, 2016,
http://www.capitalgazette.com/news/government/ph-ac-cn-county-council-1018-20161017-
story.html.

3 OHI0 JoBs AT CCA, http://jobs.cca.com/ohio-jobs (last visited Oct. 25, 2016).

' Dimitrios Kalantzis, Kankakee County jail housing immigrant detainees, DAILY JOURNAL,
October 12, 2016, http://www.daily-journal.com/news/local/kankakee-county-jail-housing-
immigrant-detainees/article 40320b12-79d5-5779-96be-94d4fe63f4ba.html.
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ACLU Recommendations

In the face of these alarming developments, this HSAC Subcommittee has an
urgent and critical role to play in putting the brakes on DHS’s expansion of
its immigration detention capacity. Recent events have made it patently
clear that ICE is moving at lightning speed to dramatically scale up its
detention capacity and is willing to do business with any operator including
for-profit prison companies.

First and foremost, DHS/ICE should halt all negotiations and execution
of any detention contracts, with immediate attention to contracts
involving facilities at Cibola/Milan (NM); Youngstown (OH); Kankakee
(IL); Aurora (CO); Robstown (TX); and Glen Burnie/Anne Arundel
(MD).

Second, DHS should take immediate proactive steps to end the following
contracts involving for-profit prison corporations; two of these contracts are
due to expire in the very near future:

e South Texas Detention Complex, Pearsall, Texas: This contract with
the Geo Group (“GEQ”) is set to expire on November 30, 2016.
There is a long and extensive record of detainee abuse at the Pearsall
detention facility. Human Rights Watch, in their report Detained and
at Risk, documented rampant sexual abuse and harassment at the
Pearsall facility. Numerous detainees reported being subjected to
frequent sexual abuse in 2008.%°> More recently in 2014, a GEO
employee who had worked at the Pearsall detention facility for four
years was found guilty of sexually abusing a detainee while working
together in the kitchen.*® That same year a transgender woman told
reporters that while detained at the Pearsall facility, she was sexually
assaulted and verbally harassed time and again by detention guards
and detainees.*’

e Otay Mesa Detention Center, San Diego, California: This contract
with CCA is set to expire on June 30, 2017. In 2015, fifteen
detainees, many of whom were asylum seekers fleeing persecution,
participated in a hunger strike to protest their indefinite detention.
Protesters had been locked up for months, some for years, while
pursuing their asylum claims in court—with no idea if or when they

> HumAN RIGHTS WATCH, Detained and at Risk, Aug. 25, 2010,
https://www.hrw.org/report/2010/08/25/detained-and-risk/sexual-abuse-and-harassment-united-
states-immigration-detention.

' Guillermo Contreras, Ex-Jail Worker Guilty in Inmate Sex Abuse Trial, SAN ANTONIO EXPRESS
NEws, Sept. 17, 2014, http://www.mysanantonio.com/news/local/article/Ex-jail-worker-guilty-
in-inmate-sex-abuse-trial-5762538.php.

" Cindy Carcamo, Transgender Asylum-Seekers Often Mistreated in Detention, Study Finds, Los
ANGELES TIMES, Mar. 23, 2016, http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-In-transgender-
immigrants-20160323-story.html.
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would ever be released.® In 2014 a community group that runs a
visitation program for detainees reported that ICE had attempted to
silence them after the group warned of alleged sexual assault,
neglect, and harassment taking place at the Otay Mesa detention
facility. After being informed of the potential abuse, ICE tried to end
the visitation program completely unless the group was willing to
sign a confidentially agreement that would require them to “defend”
and “indemnify” ICE and CCA from any liability “arising” out of
their volunteer work.*

e Eloy Detention Facility in Arizona.?® This CCA-run facility, one of
the largest detention facilities in the nation, has the dubious
distinction of being the deadliest facility, with 14 detainees dying
inside the Eloy facility since 2003. In 2012, a routine annual
inspection evaluated Eloy’s suicide prevention policies. The
inspectors found that Eloy’s suicide watch room—the place where
people at the most acute risk of suicide are supposed to be housed
and whose chief purpose is to deny them the means to kill
themselves—contained “structures or smaller objects that could be
used in a suicide attempt.”

The following year, Elsa Guadalupe-Gonzalez hanged herself in one
of Eloy’s general population units. Two days later, Jorge Garcia-
Mejia hanged himself in a different general population unit. ICE
conducted death reviews afterward, which found that “confusion as
to who has the authority to call for local emergency medical
assistance” led to delays in CCA staff calling 911 after each suicide.
The reviews also found that CCA and ICE staff failed to conduct an
appropriate debriefing of medical and security staff after the two
suicides, and that Eloy lacked a formal suicide prevention plan. Over
two years later, in May 2015, José de Jesus Deniz Sahagun
committed suicide in his cell just hours after a doctor had removed
him from suicide watch.?! ICE’s death review found that Eloy still
had not adopted a suicide prevention plan at the time of Mr. Deniz
Sahagun’s death.?

Beyond the highest immigration detainee death rate, Eloy detainees
have suffered sexual assault and abuse. In 2011 the ACLU of
Arizona sued on behalf of a transgender woman who was
intimidated, harassed, and sexually assaulted by a CCA guard while

18 Kate Linthicum, Dozens of Asylum-Seeking Immigrants Stop Eating to Protest Detention, Los
ANGELES TIMES, Dec. 2, 2015, http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-In-immigrant-hunger-
strike-20151202-story.html.

' Erika Eichelberger, Watchdog: Feds Are Muzzling Us for Reporting Alleged Immigrant
Detainee Sex Abuse, MOTHER JONES, Mar. 19, 2014,
http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2014/03/ice-sexual-abuse-immigrant-detention-oversight.
0 please see Exhibit B for a detailed summary of numerous cases of deaths, suicides, and denial
of medical care inside the Eloy Detention Facility.

*! For a detailed summary of Mr. Deniz Sahagun’s death, please see Exhibit B.

% Carl Takei, Michael Tan, & Joanne Lin, AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, Shutting Down
the Profiteers, Sept. 2016, https://www.aclu.org/report/shutting-down-profiteers-why-and-how-
department-homeland-security-should-stop-using-private.
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detained at the Eloy facility.?® Ms. Guzman-Martinez was sexually
assaulted twice — once in 2009 involving a guard who forced her to
ingest his ejaculated semen and threatened to deport her if she did not
comply with his demands. Ms. Guzman-Martinez immediately
reported the assault to detention staff and the Eloy Police
Department, and the CCA guard was eventually convicted in Pinal
County Superior Court of attempted unlawful sexual contact.?*

Despite this sexual assault, CCA and ICE did nothing to protect her
from further abuse. In a separate incident that took place in April
2010, Ms. Guzman-Martinez was sexually assaulted by a male
detainee in the same all-male housing unit where she was subjected
to the first assault. After she reported the second assault to the
police, Ms. Guzman-Martinez was released from ICE custody.

Third, we urge this Subcommittee to issue extremely clear recommendations
that set forth constitutionally-sound detention policies that will survive the
test of time, and not be contingent on the specific circumstances of any given
time. HSAC should adopt the policy recommendations set forth in the white
paper Shutting Down the Profiteers: Why and How DHS Should Stop Using
Private Prisons.?® This paper (attached as Exhibit C) proposes a clear,
comprehensive plan for how ICE can reduce its reliance on detention enough
to free itself from its private prison contracts.?® This would include the
following policy changes. We have included estimates of the likely detention
population reductions associated with each policy change, as follows:

e End family detention and detention of asylum seekers (11,000 to
15,000 people);

e End prolonged detention without bond hearings (at least 4,500
people);

e Interpret the mandatory custody statute to permit a range of
custodial options, and apply it only to immigrants recently
convicted of serious crimes who do not have meritorious
immigration cases (5,000 to 10,000 people); and

e Stop imposing exorbitant, unaffordable bonds (at least 1,300
people).

These common-sense reforms would avoid wasteful detention spending at
the cost to American taxpayers, while establishing constitutionally sound
detention policies. Moreover, all of these policy reforms could be

2 ACLU of Arizona Files Lawsuit on Behalf of Transgender Woman Sexually Assaulted by CCA
Guard, Dec. 5, 2011, https://www.aclu.org/news/aclu-arizona-files-lawsuit-behalf-transgender-
\zlxoman-sexualIv—assaulted-cca—quard.

Id.
% Carl Takei, Michael Tan, & Joanne Lin, AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, Shutting Down
the Profiteers, Sept. 2016, https://www.aclu.org/report/shutting-down-profiteers-why-and-how-
department-homeland-security-should-stop-using-private.
% Carl Takei & Joanne Lin, AMERICAN CIviL LIBERTIES UNION, Homeland Security Must Stop
Using Private Prisons for Immigration Detention. Here’s How to Do It, October 3, 2016,
https://www.aclu.org/blog/speak-freely/homeland-security-must-stop-using-private-prisons-
immigration-detention-heres-how.
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implemented by DHS under its existing authorities, without any new
legislation.

Finally, many national lawmakers including leading Members of Congress
have called on DHS to end the use of private prisons. Congressional
lawmakers have introduced legislation, held press conferences, penned op-
eds, and sent letters to DHS — pushing for an end to profit-driven
immigration detention. For a compendium of congressional actions, please
see Exhibit D.

The stakes could not be higher for this HSAC report. At a time when BOP
IS severing ties with the private prison industry, DHS is becoming more
entangled with the private prison industry. We thank you for giving us the
opportunity to offer our expertise, and urge HSAC to press DHS to issue a
moratorium on the expansion of immigration detention.

Sincerely,

Joanne Lin Carl Takei

Legislative Counsel Staff Attorney
Washington Legislative Office National Prison Project
Attachments:

Exhibit A — Nation Investigation: Cibola County Correctional Center
Exhibit B — Instances of Abuse at the Eloy Detention Center
Exhibit C — Shutting Down the Profiteers ACLU Report

Exhibit D — Compendium of Congressional Actions Regarding the Use of
Privatized Detention
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Community Initiatives for Visiting Immigrants in Confinement (CIVIC)
P.O. Box 40677

San Francisco, CA 94140

T: 385-212-4842

www.endisolation.org

October 3, 2016

Karen Tandy, Subcommittee Chair

Privatized Immigration Detention Facilities Subcommittee
Homeland Security Advisory Council

Department of Homeland Security

RE: Support for Eliminating Privatized Immigration Detention Facilities
Dear Ms. Karen Tandy and the Homeland Security Advisory Council (HSAC) Subcommittee,

The Department of Homeland Security tasked your subcommittee with evaluating whether U.S.
Immigration & Customs Enforcement (ICE)’s current policy and practices concerning the use of
private immigration detention facilities should be eliminated. Community Initiatives for Visiting
Immigrants in Confinement (CIVIC) is pleased to strongly support the elimination of private
immigration detention facilities for the reasons stated below.

CIVIC is a national nonprofit organization, and we work exclusively in the immigration detention
context. We visit people in detention weekly, monitor human rights abuses, elevate stories,
build community-based alternatives to detention, and advocate for system change. We have
affiliated visitation programs in over 40 immigration detention facilities in 19 states. We also
were the official co-sponsor of the recent California bill, SB 1289 — The Dignity Not Detention
Act, which was vetoed last week by Governor Jerry Brown. SB 1289 would have prohibited
local governments from contracting with private companies to detain immigrants for profit in
California. In Governor Brown'’s veto message, he explained that he was vetoing the bill
because the appointment of your subcommittee indicated to him that “a more permanent
solution to this issue may be at hand,” and he urged “federal authorities to act swiftly because
he has “been troubled by recent reports detailing unsatisfactory conditions and limited access to
counsel in private immigration detention facilities.”"

! https://www.gov.ca.gov/docs/SB_1289 Veto_Message.pdf
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A. Studies show that immigrants detained in for-profit prisons are less likely to
receive visits from family members, more likely to have those visits prematurely cut, and
more likely to receive poor medical care and be thrown into solitary confinement.

Few studies have attempted to determine the quality of private as compared to public prisons,
and even fewer have evaluated this within the U.S. immigration detention system. We
encourage your subcommittee to review and analyze all the incident logs, disciplinary logs and
files, grievance logs and files, health clinic logs, and personnel records for all 210 immigration
detention facilities as part of an effort to measure the quality of care at these immigration
detention facilities. However, because we know that many immigrants in detention do not file
grievances or complaints through the formal grievance procedures because of fear of retaliation,
we have tried to provide you here with some statistical studies to illuminate the problems with
privately-run immigration detention facilities. It should be noted that public immigration
detention facilities also have their own problems that need review.

Professor Caitlin Patler of UC Davis and Nicholas Branic recently completed a study, “Legal
Status and Patterns of Family Visitation During Immigration Detention.” Their findings will be
published in 2017 in the peer-reviewed journal RSF: The Russell Sage Journal of the Social
Sciences. (See Attachment A for the paper). This study aimed to examine, for the first time,
patterns of family visitation among immigrants who experience immigration detention lasting
approximately six months or longer. Specifically, they sought to answer the following research
questions: 1) What factors influence whether detained parents have any contact at all (e.g.
letters, phone calls, or visits) with their children? 2) What factors influence whether detained
parents have face-to-face visitation with their children? 3) Does the legal status of a detained
parent’s child predict visitation?

The authors draw empirically from data collected in 2013-14 from 462 immigrant parents who
had been detained for six months or longer in California. The four detention facilities in which
immigrants in the study were held—three jails and one privately operated facility, each
subcontracted by ICE to house detained immigrants—represent the universe of facilities
housing long-term detainees in the federal judicial district in California where the study took
place. The authors calculate three regression models. First, they use logistic regression to
predict the odds of 1) any contact with children (e.g. letters, phone calls, visits, or news from
others) and 2) any in-person visits with children. The authors then use negative binomial
regression to examine 3) what predicts the number of visits a detainee will receive from his or
her children. Several sets of findings emerge from the analysis.

Overall, the key results of the study suggest that being held in a private detention facility
reduces the likelihood of face-to-face visitation with children as well as the number of visits.
Specifically, compared to detainees held in city- and county-operated facilities, individuals held
in a private detention facility experienced a nearly 60 percent decrease in the odds of any child
visitation (p < .001), after controlling for other variables. In addition, respondents housed in a
private detention facility experienced an approximately 59 percent decrease in the expected
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number of visits while held in detention (p < .01), after controlling for other variables.
Importantly, these findings are not just a matter of distance. Indeed, being housed in a private
facility is still a strong and statistically significant predictor of visitation even after controlling for
distance from the respondent’s city of arrest (a proxy for their home city) to the facility.

CIVIC has found similar results. Out of the 43 facilities in which CIVIC-affiliated programs visit,
37 percent are private immigration detention facilities. Private immigration detention facilities
tend to prematurely cut visitation times and have longer wait times for family and community
members than public immigration detention facilities. We are happy to provide the
subcommittee with more specific data.

In addition, between April 1, 2016, and September 30, 2016, CIVIC interviewed and monitored
94 people for reported human and civil rights abuses. Specifically, we interviewed and
remained in contact with 47 immigrants detained in four private immigration detention facilities.
The four private facilities included the Adelanto Detention Facility (GEO Group) in California, the
Elizabeth Detention Facility (CCA) in New Jersey, the Imperial Regional Detention Facility
(MTC) in California, and LaSalle Detention Facility (GEO Group) in Louisiana. CIVIC also
interviewed and remained in contact with 47 immigrants detained in four municipal jails. The
four municipal jails included the Theo Lacy Facility in California, the Hudson County Jail in New
Jersey, the Bristol County Detention Center in Massachusetts, and the Etowah County
Detention Center in Alabama.

Over the course of the six months, we received a total of 64 complaints from people detained in
the four county jails and 81 complaints from the people detained in the for-profit facilities. Our
data indicated that people in immigration detention are exposed to sexual and physical abuse at
about the same rate in both the for-profit and county facilities. However, private facilities tend to
have significantly more complaints about the over-reliance on solitary confinement as a tool for
punishment as well as inedible food.

Privatized County
Medical 14 12
Legal 6 4
Prolonged Detention 17 12
Phone Access 2 4
Physical & Sexual Abuse 7 7
Religious Freedom 0 1
Violations
Solitary Confinement > 14 7 1
days
Retaliatory Transfers 1 4
Inedible Food 17 3
Unsanitary conditions 4 5
Abuse of Family Members 2 3
Other 4 8
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B. Our government at all levels has underwritten private prison expenses by passing
laws and maintaining contracts that quarantee a minimum number of beds and
circumvent open market competition, while also ensuring private prisons remain exempt
from taxpayer oversight by refusing to include them in the federal disclosure system or
to include robust penalty provisions in government contracts.

The U.S. government detains approximately 400,000 immigrants each year in a network of 210
jails and private prisons. Immigrants in detention include asylum seekers, victims of human
trafficking, and legal permanent residents with longstanding community ties. Immigration
detention is technically a civil form of confinement, and thus, immigrants in detention lack many
of the safeguards of the criminal justice system. They have no right to a court-appointed
attorney, a free phone call, or a speedy trial. Forty-six percent of immigrants are transferred
away from family and friends, and 84% lack attorneys. Many go without any form of visitation
from the outside community. Inadequate medical care and human rights abuses have
contributed to over 160 reported deaths in custody since 2003.

i. How private immigration detention contracts are structured:

Seventy-three percent of all ICE immigration detention beds in the United States are operated
by for-profit prison corporations,? up from 49 percent in 2009.% ICE structures contracting in one
of two ways: either ICE contracts directly with the prison corporation or uses a local municipality
as a middleman. For example, in California, ICE has a direct contract with Corrections
Corporation of America (CCA) for the Otay Detention Facility in San Diego. Also in California,
ICE contracts with the City of Adelanto and the City of McFarland to detain a total of nearly
1,400 immigrants per day. These two cities in turn contract with GEO Group, who owns and
operates the immigration detention facilities. This method of contracting means that the private
prisons are able to circumvent open market competition; for instance, GEO Group did not have
to compete with any other company or service provider for the federal dollars appropriated for
those 1400 beds in California. A CCA Vice-President admitted that 30 percent of its federal
contracts are obtained through this type of non-competitive bids.*

Despite this three-way contracting scheme, for-profit immigration detention facilities make
billions in profits every year, while the counties and cities involved in the intergovernmental
service agreements experience little financial or economic gain. For example, GEO Group
stands to make over $45M each year for imprisoning 1300 immigrants, paying the City of
Adelanto only about $225,000 per year. With the expansion of the Adelanto Detention Facility
to 1940 beds in 2015, GEO Group expects to generate $21 million in additional annualized
revenue from this expansion, according to the company’s annual report. As private prisons
such as GEO Group and CCA have converted their corporate structure to a Real Estate

2 Steven Nelson, “Private Prison Companies, Punched in the Gut, Will Keep Most Federal Business.” U.S. News

&amp; World Report, August 18, 2016, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2016-08- 18/private-prison- companies-
unched- in-the- gut-will- keep-most-federal- business.
http://grassrootsleadership.org/sites/default/files/reports/quota_report_final_digital.pdf

4 https://ccrjustice.org/sites/default/files/attach/2015/12/Dkt%2091.Verhulst%20CCA%20Declaration.pdf
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Investment Trust (REIT), they also do not pay income tax and have other special tax
advantages that do not contribute to the growth of the California economy.®

ii. Federal and local government oversight of private prisons:

Federal government regulation of these private prisons is toothless and sporadic due to the
comfortable relationship between regulators and the regulated. As a former deputy director of
ICE recently pointed out, for-profit prison companies have been hiring former immigration
officials® to help them secure favorable contract terms. Therefore, the vast majority of private
immigration detention contracts do not include any robust penalty provisions for failing to meet
government standards.

In addition, ICE’s Performance-Based National Detention Standards are not legally enforceable.
And as 340 organizations recently pointed out in a letter to DHS:

“The ineffective inspections process ICE uses has consistently failed to identify and
correct problems inside these facilities. Further, the vast majority of ICE facility contracts
do not include any robust penalty provisions. This incentivizes private companies to
minimize facility costs by rationing basic necessities for detained individuals, including
medical care. Even when severe deficiencies are discovered, ICE has not terminated
contracts or used available penalties, but rather continued to send immigrants to be held
in unsafe conditions. Even former ICE senior officials have expressed concern about the
relationship between the companies and ICE, and the quality of privately-operated
facilities.””

Moreover, the public and local legislators have no mechanism for oversight of the facilities.
Private, for-profit immigration detention facilities are not transparent to the public because they
are not subject to the Freedom of Information Act or most if not all state open records request.
Since 2005, legislators have introduced the Private Prison Information Act (PPIA), a federal bill
that would subject private prisons to the same open records laws as publicly operated facilities.
Yet each hearing has been met with staunch resistance because CCA has spent more than $7
million lobbying against various incarnations of the Private Prison Information Act.®

iii. Private prison lobby:
The private prison industry has a powerful lobby, which is responsible for much of the state and

federal legislation that has expanded immigration detention and the mass incarceration system
as a whole. According to research by Grassroots Leadership, between 2008 and 2014, CCA

5 http://www.forbes.com/sites/mattstroud/2013/01/31/why-would-a-prison-corporation-restructure-as-a-real-estate-
company/#4dffaff22cca

6 http://www.latimes.com/nation/la-na-immigration-detention-20160906-snap-story.html

7 http://www.endisolation.org/blog/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/DHS-Private-Prisons-Sign-on-Letter-2016_09_14-
FINAL.pdf

8 http://grassrootsleadership.org/cca-dirty-30#18
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spent $10,560,000 in quarters where they lobbied on issues related to immigrant detention and
immigration reform. Of that amount, CCA spent $9,760,000—61 percent of total private prison
lobbying expenditures—in quarters where they directly lobbied the DHS Appropriations
Subcommittee, which maintains funds for immigration detention bed space nationally. GEO
Group also lobbies on immigration and immigrant detention issues, spending $460,000 between
2011 and 2014 in quarters when they lobbied on these issues.’

Private prisons operate under a perverse incentive, where some are guaranteed a minimum
number of human beings in their facility at all times, ensuring their profits at the expense of the
federal taxpayer. For example, GEO Group is guaranteed a minimum of 975 beds for its
Adelanto Detention Facility." The private detention contracts are designed to incentivize filling
the most beds at all times, regardless of whether an immigrant is actually a flight risk or there is
any real reason to hold them in a detention facility. As they are accountable first and foremost
to their shareholders, and not to the public, they have a perverse incentive to cut corners.

iv. About GEO Group, CCA, and MTC:

Last year, GEO Group Inc. and CCA, the two largest private prison corporations in the country,
reported revenues of $1.84 billion'" and $1.79 billion,'* respectively. These same companies
have lobbied for a Congressional mandate requiring that 34,000 immigration detention beds be
maintained (and paid for with tax dollars). Below is a little more information about these two
corporations as well as Management & Training Corporation (MTC). It should be noted that ICE
uses other private prison corporations, such as Emerald and Ahtna Technical Services.

GEO Group:

GEO Group has failed to uphold ICE’s own Performance-Based National Detention Standards
and maintain a minimum level of care in both its immigration detention facilities and in its other
facilities. For example, in 2012, twenty-six members of Congress requested an investigation of
the GEO-operated Broward Transitional Center in Florida (an immigration detention facility) after
hearing reports of inadequate medical care for detained immigrants.” The same year, the
Department of Justice released a report finding “systematic, egregious, and dangerous
practices,” including inadequate medical care, at a GEO facility in Mississippi.'* At another
GEO facility in Pennsylvania, seven people died in less than two years, with several resulting in

http /Igrassrootsleadership.org/sites/default/files/reports/quota_report_final_digital.pdf

http //www.endisolation.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/CIVIC_DWN-Adelanto-Report_old.pdf

http //www.businesswire.com/news/home/20160217005503/en/GEO-Group-Reports-Fourth-Quarter-Year-End-
2015
12 https://globenewswire.com/news-release/2016/02/10/809594/0/en/CCA-Reports-Fourth-Quarter-and-Full-Year-
2015-Financial-Results.html
'3 | etter from Congressional Members Demanding an Investigation of Broward Transitional Center, Sept. 13, 2012
(noting, among other reports, that a woman “was returned to her cell on the same day she had emergency ovarian
surgery and that she suffered bleeding and inadequate follow-up care”).

Department of Justice: Civil Rights Division, Investigation of the Walnut Grove Youth Correctional Facility, 20- 33,
Mar. 20, 2012, available at http://www.justice.gov/crt/about/spl/documents/walnutgrovefl.pdf.
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lawsuits alleging that the facility failed to provide adequate medical care.’ In 2011, GEO was
held civilly liable in a wrongful death action brought by the estate of an inmate at a GEO facility
in Oklahoma.'® There are dozens more suits ranging from allegations of inmate death to abuse

to medical neglect that have been filed against GEO, many of which are settled before trial."’

Example: Adelanto Detention Facility (GEO Group)

At the Adelanto Detention Facility (GEO Group), CIVIC has documented a pattern and practice
of medical abuse/neglect. With the ACLU of Southern California, we filed a complaint'® with the
Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (CRCL) at the Department of Homeland Security (DHS)
in May 2015 detailing how GEO Group has failed to live up to the PBNDS. The systemic
breakdowns at the Adelanto Detention Facility have led to numerous cases in which the health
of immigrants was placed at unnecessary risk. We here summarize a small sample of the
cases we have documented in the past few years:

e Denial of care to a detainee with Hepatitis C because “his length of stay was uncertain”;

e Denial of a medically-necessary helmet for a detainee with severe epilepsy who is prone
to violent seizures;

e Denial of treatment to a detainee with a serious hip infection because “it was too
expensive” and that ultimately developed into a life-threatening condition that required a
6-week hospitalization;

e Failure to perform diagnostic tests on a detainee suffering from extreme headaches,
dizziness and temporary losses of vision;

e Denial of meal accommodations and sufficient pain medication for a detainee suffering
from a severe form of sickle-cell anemia;

e Denial of surgery to correct mobility issues in a stroke victim’s arm;

Failure to sanitize catheters that medical staff required a partially paralyzed, wheelchair
bound detainee to recycle, resulting in a urinary tract infection and hospitalization;®

e Denial of back surgery for a detainee with a slipped disc because “the injury occurred in
prison,” and his “stay at Adelanto will be brief”;

e Delayed treatment for a detainee with a severe case of valley fever after he had
informed medical staff that his condition requires regular monitoring and specialized
care.

® 8 See Alex Rose, “A changing of the guard at county prison,” Daily Times News, Jan. 4, 2009, available at
http /Iwww.delcotimes.com/general-news/20090104/a-changing-of-the-guard-at-county-prison.

% Estate of Ronald S. Sites, deceased v. The GEO Group, Inc., available at
http /lwww.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/923796/00011931251 3087892/d493925d1 Ok.htm.

" Private Corrections Working Group/Private Corrections Institute: List of GEO Group Lawsuits, available at
http://www.prwatch.org/news/2013/09/12255/violence-abuse-and-death-profit-prisons-geo-group-
rapsheet#sthash WHKaqgen8.dpuf

https //www.aclusocal.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/NGO-letter-re-Adelanto-medical-care.pdf
19 Congresswoman Judy Chu (D-CA) was particularly concerned about this incident, and included CIVIC’s Christina
Fialho’s testimony in a Congressional letter to DHS. See
http://chu.house.gov/sites/chu.house.gov/files/documents/Gerardo_Corrales_Affidavit_Fialho.pdf.
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Congresswoman Judy Chu (D-CA) and 28 other Congressional representatives sent their own
letter to the director of ICE in May 2015, explaining how “GEQ’s failure to provide adequate
medical care to detainees at Adelanto resulted in the death of at least one detainee, Mr.
Fernando Dominguez...Recently, we learned that Raul Ernesto Morales-Ramos, an individual
who was detained for five years, died after GEO failed to diagnose and treat his intestinal
cancer.”® In fact, ICE’s Office of Professional Responsibility determined that Mr. Dominguez’s
death was caused by “egregious errors” committed by GEO Group medical staff, including
“failure to perform proper physical examinations in response to symptoms and complaints,
failure to pursue any records critical to continuity of care, and failure to facilitate timely and
appropriate access to off-site treatments.” The Office of Detention Oversight concluded Mr.
Dominguez’s death “could have been prevented and that the detainee received an
unacceptable level of medical care while detained at ACF.”%'

CRCL did conduct a three-day investigation in December 2015 of the Adelanto Detention
Facility, resulting in a change in the medical provider at Adelanto. The current provider is
Correct Care Solutions, a private medical provider that works in local, state, and federal
detention facilities. The CEO of this new medical company previously was a Senior Vice
President at GEO Group.? CIVIC conducted a tour of the Adelanto Detention Facility on March
23, 2016, and medical care had not improved. Approximately, 130 immigrants signed up to
speak with CIVIC, and the medical complaints we heard were devastating. One man suffers
from severe migraines, and has begun experiencing seizures while in detention. The seizures
have left parts of his body numb, requiring him to use a wheelchair to move. Our volunteers
who spoke with this man could see the discoloration on his hands. He explained his pain level:
“I have chronic nerve damage. My legs burn so bad | feel the flesh falling off.” He has been
provided with medication and the wheelchair, but the medical unit has told him that they think he
is faking—a common refrain we here in response to legitimate, even life-threatening medical
issues. Another man requires cataract surgery, and although the medical unit scheduled him for
surgery, he was told that the machine did not work on the day of his surgery. No future date
has been set for his surgery, despite repeated requests.

CIVIC also has documented poor food (including maggots in the meat), poor hygiene, physical
abuse, religious freedom violations, and denial of access to counsel at the Adelanto Detention
Facility. In one extreme instance, a man was beaten so severely by a GEO Group officer that
he had to temporarily use a wheelchair. And on at least three separate occasions, attorneys
and legal assistants including CIVIC’s Christina Fialho (a California attorney) were denied
access to their clients at Adelanto.?® For more information on CIVIC’s independent monitoring
of Adelanto, please visit www.endisolation.org/adelanto.

20 https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/2165708-adelanto-letter.html

2! See http://www.ice.gov/ doclib/foia/odo-compliance-inspections/adelantoCorrectionalFac_Adelanto-CA-Sept_18-
20-2012.pdf.

2 http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/private/person.asp?personld=22091551&privcapld=11128002

2 hitps://www.aclusocal.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Final-Ltr-to-GEO-re _-denial-of-attorney-access.pdf; see
also http://blog.endisolation.org/archives/1030.
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Corrections Corporation of American (CCA):

CCA is no better. Medical neglect has contributed to miscarriages and death. Since 2003,
there have been at least 32 deaths at CCA-run immigration detention facilities.** At the Eloy
Detention Center in Arizona, which is run by CCA, Pablo Gracida-Conte died in 2011 after four
months of worsening, untreated medical problems including vomiting after every meal; a doctor
who participated in the federal investigation by the Office for Detention Oversight concluded that
Mr. Gracida’s death could have been prevented.?® In 2012, while serving a one-year sentence
at the CCA-run Dawson State Jail in Dallas, Texas, Autumn Miller gave birth to a premature
infant girl into a toilet with no medical personnel present. Three weeks prior to giving birth,
Miller’s request for a pregnancy test and Pap smear were ignored. The infant lived only 4
days.?® CCA also has a long history of wage violations and poor treatment of employees. For
example, on August 13, 2014, a federal court in Kentucky unsealed a settlement in a wage and
hour lawsuit filed against CCA where CCA was required to pay $260,000 to supervisors who
claimed they were denied overtime and required to work extra hours without compensation.
CCA entered into a consent decree with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission on
October 1, 2009, agreeing to pay $1.3 million to settle allegations of sexual harassment and
retaliation involving female employees at the Crowley County Correctional Facility in Colorado.
In California, at the Otay Detention Facility, CCA settled lawsuits alleging wage and hour
violations in 2000.%’

Example: Otay Detention Center (CCA)

At the Otay Detention Center (CCA), CIVIC has documented sexual assault and harassment.
One transgender woman who was detained at Otay explained that a male guard would watch
her take showers. When this woman complained about this behavior to CCA staff, nothing was
done. Another person in detention at Otay explained that a female CCA officer would take
detainees to a room without video or audio recording to have sex. This person in detention
caught the female officer engaged in this sexual act, and the officer told this person to remain
silent or she would make sure that this person was deported.

When CIVIC’s affiliated visitation program, SOLACE, tried to raise others cases of serious
sexual assault and harassment to the head of CCA and ICE, CCA and ICE responded by
requiring SOLACE members to sign away their First Amendment rights before visiting at Otay
again. After CIVIC stepped in to help SOLACE, the visitation program was reinstated and
volunteers did not have to sign the form in question, but the underlying issue of the sexual
assault was never properly addressed.?®

2 https://www.prisonlegalnews.org/news/2015/jun/20/32-deaths-cca-operated-immigration-detention-facilities-
include-least-7-suicides/

2 https://www.detentionwatchnetwork.org/sites/default/files/reports/Fatal%20Neglect%20ACLU-DWN-NIJC.pdf
2 http://grassrootsleadership.org/cca-dirty-30#30

2 http://grassrootsleadership.org/cca-dirty-30#3

2 http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2014/03/ice-sexual-abuse-immigrant-detention-oversight
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CCA’s response to CIVIC visitors and to the people in detention who raise issues of sexual
harassment is no surprise. CCA has encouraged its own shareholders to vote against
transparency measures. In 2012, CCA’s board of directors unanimously recommended
shareholders vote against a shareholder resolution that would require the company to report on
what CCA was doing to reduce incidents of rape and sexual abuse in its for-profit prisons.?

Management & Training Corporation (MTC)

MTC, the smallest of the three major private immigration detention corporations in the United
States, has also been held civilly liable for illegal strip searches, sexual harassment, wrongful
death, medical malpractice, and racial discrimination, among others.*® A Department of Justice
review in March 2003 of the Santa Fe County Jail (MTC) criticized MTC's medical care for
inmates and concluded some conditions violated their constitutional rights. These examples
point to a long history of failures of oversight in the private prison industry due to perverse
incentives to generate profit by cutting corners.

Example: Imperial Regional Detention Facility (MTC)

At the Imperial Regional Detention Facility (MTC), there is only one medical doctor on staff.
Only one of 55 women and men CIVIC spoke with after a tour of the facility on March 3, 2016,
recalled meeting with the doctor. All other medical requests were handled by nurses, and it
usually took 3-7 business days to see the nurse after submitting a medical request form. Many
people in detention also complained about the poor dental care. One man had to wait eight
months to see a dentist for a toothache. Another man who had braces on his teeth was told that
he would have to wait to be released for continued care because it would cost too much; he had
been in detention for over a year. Some men explained that they had submitted grievances to
ICE and/or MTC, but most said they were afraid of reprisal.

C. Eliminating private immigration detention facilities will allow the federal
government to begin focusing on developing and funding true community-based
alternatives to immigration detention.

Critics of ending for-profit immigration detention facilities and well-meaning advocates have
expressed concern that the ending private immigration detention facilities will result in mass
transfers of people. This will not happen for two main reasons.

First, the elimination of private immigration detention facilities would occur over a reasonable
period of time that would allow ICE and its private immigration detention contractors and
municipal middlemen the flexibility to phase out the facility at the end of each contract. Most
contracts are five-year contracts. Second, while these private prison contracts are being
phased out, the federal government can work with community groups and nonprofits to expand

29 http://grassrootsleadership.org/cca-dirty-30#18
%0 http://www.privateci.org/private_pics/MTC%20claims%202008.pdf
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community-based alternatives to detention so that ICE will have the option to release people
into the care of an alternative to immigration detention at the end of each private immigration
detention contract. Over the last few years, the U.S. government has been moving towards
developing, implementing, and funding community-based alternatives to detention to move
away from our country’s over-reliance on mass incarceration as a response to migration.

What is a community-based alternative to detention? Community-based alternative to detention
programs are run by community groups or nonprofits in a similar manner to the federal Refugee
Resettlement Program. Instead of being detained, immigrants are allowed to remain living with
family. If they are recent asylum seekers without family, then they are housed with volunteers
or in group homes while the courts process their immigration cases. CIVIC views community-
initiated alternative to detention programs as similar to the ad hoc Refugee Task Force, which
was comprised of ethnic and religious groups in the 1970s and gave rise to today’s robust
federal Refugee Resettlement Program. In other words, our community-initiated programs are
the precursor to a system where detention is replaced by federally funded, community-based
alternatives.

Since the 1990s, the federal government has recognized the viability of community-based
ATDs. This acknowledgement was a driving force behind the Gang of Eight’s decision to
include a provision in the 2013 immigration reform bill that passed the Senate to clarify that all
immigrants, including those who fall under mandatory immigration detention, can be released on
alternatives to immigration detention.

More recently, ICE has started to provide funding for alternatives to immigration detention, as
Congress has begun to appropriate funds for this specifically. Just this year, ICE awarded an
$11 million program contract to GEO Care, another subsidiary of GEO Group, to provide social,
medical, and legal services to 1,500 mothers and children (now 800 due to the lack of
forethought and proper budgeting by GEO Care) who would otherwise be detained. Advocates
have deep concerns about the viability of allowing a private prison company to run an ATD, and
the success of this program is not yet known. However, ICE also is exploring ways to expand
ATDs to other vulnerable populations and partner with groups outside of the private prison
industry.

For example, in 2013, Lutheran Immigration and Refugee Services (LIRS) and U.S. Conference
of Catholic Bishops both signed Memorandum of Understanding with ICE to administer self-
funded alternatives to detention pilot programs. LIRS administered its program in New
York/Newark area and in San Antonio. USCCB administered its program in Baton Rouge and
Boston.

Local municipalities also are beginning to research ways they can be involved in a true
community-based alternative to detention. For example, earlier this year, the City Council of
Santa Ana voted to appropriate city funds to conduct a study on how it could be involved in an
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alternative to immigration detention and on how it could re-use its jail, which currently functions
as an immigration detention facility.

In addition, the Democratic Party in its 2016 platform pledged to “ensure humane alternatives
for those who pose no public threat” and “recognized that there are vulnerable communities
within our immigration system who are often seeking refuge from persecution abroad, such as
LGBT families, for whom detention can be unacceptably dangerous.”

For all the foregoing reasons, CIVIC strongly urges this subcommittee to eliminate private
immigration detention facilities.

If you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us at
CFialho@endisolation.org or at 385-212-4842.

Sincerely,

Christina M. Fialho
Co-Founder/Executive Director
Community Initiatives for Visiting Immigrants in Confinement (CIVIC)
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Damon T. Hininger
President & Chief Executive Officer

November 22, 2016

Attention: U.S. Department of Homeland Security Advisory Council's
Subcommittee on Privatized Immigration Detention Facilities

Dear Committee Members:

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) has core responsibilities that are
vital in promoting homeland security and public safety. However, the agency continues
to face increasingly complex challenges in a budget-constrained atmosphere. ICE
officials at all levels are under tremendous pressure to do more, to do better, to do it
faster and to do it with less. To meet their goals, they need flexible, problem-solving
alternatives.

For more than three decades, CoreCivic! has been an innovative, dependable partner
for ICE. We bring the scale, experience and professionalism needed to take on and
solve tough government problems in cost-effective ways. We often meet demands
others cannot because we're flexible, responsible and can work fast.

Flexibility

Flexibility is particularly important in our partnership with ICE, both from a fiscal and
policy perspective.? As policies change over time, ICE can easily alter its use of our
services, both in terms of mission and capacity. Flexibility has fiscal benefits as well, as
ICE can task CoreCivic with meeting capacity needs without needing to spend taxpayer
dollars on building new facilities. Likewise, ICE mitigates the risk of having unneeded
facilities on hand when the need for capacity drops. Conversely, without the flexible
solutions that companies like ours provide, ICE would need billions of dollars to build
facility capacity, and it would require the creation of a workforce the size of the
Transportation Security Administration to appropriately manage it.

Accountability and Oversight of Conditions

CoreCivic has long understood its role in the federal immigration detention system to
be a public trust, and we embrace our accountability to ICE. CoreCivic facilities are
contractually required and held accountable to federal Performance-Based National
Detention Standards (PBNDS) and Family Residential Standards (FRS). Additionally,

1 Formerly Corrections Corporation of America
2 To be very clear, under a longstanding, zero-tolerance policy, CoreCivic does not lobby for or against — or take any position on —
policies or legislation that would determine the basis for or duration of an individual’s or detention.

10 Burton Hills Boulevard, Nashville, Tennessee 37215, Phone: 615.263.3001, Fax: 615.263.3010



six of CoreCivic's eight ICE-contracted facilities are contractually required to achieve
and maintain independent accreditation from the American Correctional Association.

To ensure compliance and accountability, ICE maintains full-time, on-site staff who
monitor conditions and contractual performance. These officials have unfettered
access at all times to detainees and residents, CoreCivic staff, and all areas of the
facility. Currently, there are more than 500 ICE officials assigned to CoreCivic's eight
contracted facilities.? ICE regularly conducts both scheduled and unannounced
inspections and audits at the facilities with its staff or with independently contracted
monitors. While CoreCivic does not provide the medical care in our ICE-contracted
facilities, we work to ensure that every detainee is facilitated access to the care he or
she needs. Healthcare in these facilities is provided through the ICE Health Services
Corps (IHSC).

Helping Address a Humanitarian Crisis

Facilities like ours help ensure vulnerable populations get housing and due process in a
safe, humane environment. For example, as part of its efforts to address the
unprecedented humanitarian crisis on our southwest border, ICE partnered with
CoreCivic to build and operate the South Texas Family Residential Center (STFRC) in
Dilley, Texas.

In the first half of 2014, tens of thousands of Central Americans poured over the U.S.-
Mexico border seeking asylum. This unprecedented influx led to what President Obama
called an “urgent humanitarian situation” in June of 2014. The influx overwhelmed U.S.
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) facilities, and children slept on floors,
received no educational programming and were allowed few outdoor recreation
opportunities.

ICE approached several potential partners, urgently requesting bids to house its
growing immigrant family population in an appropriate setting. CoreCivic was the only
company to respond. We went to tremendous lengths to provide a solution to the
crisis, marshalling internal resources and scores of external partners to ultimately site,
design, build and staff a safe, humane and appropriate facility in less than three months
- all to ICE’s rigorous specifications. For example, STFRC provides comprehensive pre-
K through 12th grade instruction, and recreation areas include four indoor gyms, three
outdoor park areas, soccer fields, and handball, basketball and volleyball courts.

The recent renewal of the STFRC contract demonstrates ICE’s confidence in our ability
to provide a safe and humane environment for this vulnerable population, as well as its
continued need for such a solution. Likewise, our recent agreement to begin housing
detainees at our Cibola facility in New Mexico helps ICE address a critical, emergent
need for capacity and is a strong example of the flexibility we can provide. A document

3 This figure does not include staff totals for other federal agencies with on-site presence, such as Executive Office for Immigration
Review (EOIR) staff and detainee health services staff.
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that expands further on these and other benefits CoreCivic provides to ICE is attached
following this letter.

For more than 30 years, CoreCivic has provided innovative, dependable solutions for
ICE. We are one tool available to the agency to help achieve its mission in a cost-
effective way. Eliminating this tool, however, would create significant challenges for
the safe, humane and appropriate housing of detainees and residents. We encourage
the subcommittee to keep all options on the table for ICE leaders, particularly ones like
ours that provide great flexibility.

Damon T. Hininger
President & Chief Executive Officer

Enclosure

10 Burton Hills Boulevard, Nashville, Tennessee 37215, Phone: 615.263.3001, Fax: 615.263.3010
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CORECIVIC STATEMENT TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY ADVISORY COUNCIL'S SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVATIZED
IMMIGRATION DETENTION FACILITIES

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) has core responsibilities that are vital in
promoting homeland security and public safety. However, the agency continues to face
increasingly complex challenges in a budget-constrained atmosphere. ICE officials at all
levels are under tremendous pressure to do more, to do better, to do it faster and to do it

with less. To meet their goals, they need problem-solving alternatives that are flexible above
all.

For more than three decades, Corrections Corporation of America (CCA) has been an
innovative, dependable partner for ICE. We bring the scale, experience and professionalism
needed to take on and solve tough government problems in cost-effective ways. We often
meet demands others cannot because we're flexible, responsible and can work fast.

That flexibility is particularly important in our partnership with ICE, both from a fiscal and
policy perspective. As policies change over time, ICE can easily alter its use of our services,
both in terms of mission and capacity. Flexibility has fiscal benefits as well, as ICE can task
CCA with meeting capacity needs without needing to spend taxpayer dollars on building new
facilities. Likewise, ICE mitigates the risk of having unneeded facilities on hand when the
need for capacity drops.

Conversely, without the flexible solutions that companies like ours provide, ICE would need
billions of dollars to build facility capacity, and it would require the creation of a workforce
the size of the Transportation Security Administration to appropriately manage it.

CCA AND ICE: A 30-YEAR PARTNERSHIP

With a partnership spanning more than three decades, ICE is one of CCA's first and longest
standing government partners. During the course of this close partnership, CCA has
developed a flexible organizational and operational posture that allows the company to
respond rapidly and efficiently to meet ICE's changing needs for immigrant detention
capacity.

CCA provides ICE with on-demand, flexible solutions that meet ICE's capacity needs, while
allowing the federal government to avoid the upfront capital expenditures, near-term risks
and long-term obligations associated with immigrant detention facilities. For more than 30
years, CCA has provided a turn-key capacity solution to ICE that includes the siting, design,
financing, construction, management, maintenance and, when necessary, closure of
immigration detention facilities. By insulating the federal government and taxpayers from
these costs and risks, while lending ICE the flexibility to meet present and future fluctuations
in capacity requirements, CCA has become an invaluable tool to the federal government in
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the safe and humane management of an ever-changing federal immigrant detention
population.

Today, ICE relies on CCA for the safe and humane housing of more than 8,700 individuals on
behalf of ICE. These 8,700 individuals in ICE custody are housed at eight CCA owned and
operated facilities! where ICE is the sole or primary contracting partner. CCA also maintains
additional capacity at other facilities around the country on an as needed, as available basis.
These eight CCA-owned and operated facilities are:

Arizona New Jersey
Eloy Detention Center Elizabeth Detention Center
California Texas
Otay Mesa Detention Center Houston Processing Center

Laredo Processing Center
Georgia South Texas Family Residential
Stewart Detention Center Center

T. Don Hutto Residential Center
ACCOUNTABLE AND FLEXIBLE

CCA has long understood its role in the federal immigration detention system to be a public
trust, and the company embraces its accountability to ICE. Strict oversight by ICE officials at
all CCA facilities means real-time monitoring of the integrity of CCA operations and practices,
and ensures the benefits of partnership with CCA extend beyond ICE to taxpayers and the
individuals housed in CCA facilities.

Accountable

CCA's ICE-contracted facilities are contractually required and held accountable to federal
Performance-Based National Detention Standards (PBNDS) and Family Residential
Standards (FRS). Additionally, six of CCA's eight ICE-contracted facilities are contractually
required to achieve and maintain independent accreditation from the American Correctional
Association. Five of the six facilities are ACA accredited with an average accreditation score
of 99.4% (the sixth facility, Otay Mesa, will be eligible to apply for accreditation in 2017).

To ensure compliance and accountability, ICE maintains full-time, on-site staff who monitor
conditions and contractual performance. These officials have unfettered access at all times
to detainees and residents, CCA staff, and all areas of the facility. Currently, there are more
than 500 ICE officials assigned to CCA's eight contracted facilities.? ICE regularly conducts
both scheduled and unannounced inspections and audits at the facilities with its staff or with
independently contracted monitors.

In addition to strong oversight from ICE and independent monitors, CCA has a rigorous
internal quality assurance department that conducts unannounced inspections to ensure

10f the eight ICE-contracted facilities operated by CCA, seven are owned by the company and one is leased.
2 This figure does not include staff totals for other federal agencies with on-site presence, such as EOIR staff
and detainee health services staff.



facilities are meeting or exceeding the level of quality and safety expected by both the
company and ICE. CCA also has an established Human Rights Policy that is taught to staff and
publicly accessible online at: http://www.cca.com/Media/Default/documents/Social-
Responsibility/Protecting-Inmate-and-Detainee-Rights/Human-Rights-Policy-Statement-
2014.pdf

Flexible
For more than three decades, CCA has met the changing needs of our longstanding ICE
government partner by being responsive and flexible.

In 2005, CCA rapidly took in more than 1,100 detainees for ICE when Hurricane Wilma
forced their temporary displacement from threatened and damaged ICE detention facilities
in Florida. At the request of ICE and in response to its changing capacity needs, CCA re-
missioned its T. Don Hutto Residential Center (TDHRC) in Taylor, Texas in 2006 to
accommodate housing immigrant families. Later, in 2009, the facility once again re-
missioned for the housing of adult female detainees, for which ICE continues to utilize the
facility to this day.

As part of its efforts to address the unprecedented humanitarian crisis on our southwest
border, ICE partnered with CCA to build and operate the South Texas Family Residential
Center (STFRC) in Dilley, Texas (see more information in 'Southwest Border' section).

Capex Avoidance

The capacity provided by CCA to safely house the more than 8,700 detainees currently in the
company's care and custody represents a significant savings in Capex expenses that the
federal government would otherwise have to incur to provide the same capacity. Building,
staffing and operating new facilities to replace all of the capacity currently provided by the
private sector would cost ICE billions of dollars and result in costly long-term obligations. By
contracting for capacity and services from private providers like CCA, ICE is able to avoid
being locked into those obligations and utilize the flexibility of the private sector to meet its
changing needs.

Build-to-suit Capacity and Services

Individuals detained by the federal government for entering the country illegally are civil
commitments subject to civil - not criminal - proceedings to determine their status for either
remaining in the U.S. or being repatriated to their country of origin. Accordingly, individuals
whom ICE decides to detain during this process need and deserve to be housed in a facility
that is appropriate to their civil commitment.

The eight ICE-contracted facilities that CCA operates are civil detention and residential
facilities, designed to meet the unique needs of the individuals they house, including but not
limited to:

e Appropriate space to accommodate visits from family, legal counsel and advocacy
services.



e Accesstoimmigration courts so that individual cases can be presented and reviewed.
e Access to onsite medical, dental and mental health services, as provided separately
by ICE.
Provision of recreational, educational, religious and cultural activities.
Access to law library and general library resources.
e Daily provision of meals that meet or exceed dietary requirements.

HUMANITARIAN CRISIS ON OUR SOUTHWEST BORDER

In the first half of 2014, tens of thousands of Central Americans poured over the U.S.-Mexico
border seeking asylum. This unprecedented influx led to what President Obama called an
“urgent humanitarian situation” in June of 2014.

By late spring of 2014, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) was overwhelmed
by the influx of unaccompanied children, resulting in the need to house them in Border Patrol
processing facilities. These facilities were designed to comply with federal law limiting a
child’s stay to 72 hours, yet thousands of children were housed in these facilities for weeks
awaiting processing. Children slept on the floor, received no educational programming and
were allowed few outdoor recreation opportunities.

By June 2014 DHS was in crisis, overwhelmed and unable to manage or house the influx of
unaccompanied minors. However, in the same month, DHS stopped its practice of releasing
immigrant mothers with children apprehended along the border - despite the lack of
housing for this vulnerable population, which often included infants and toddlers. In late
June, ICE opened a hastily converted federal law enforcement training barracks in Artesia,
New Mexico to house mothers and children.

The conditions in the 25-year-old training barracks were never intended to meet the needs
of vulnerable populations, and the facility quickly drew criticism. ICE did not offer basic
education to children at the facility until October 2014, three months before it was closed.

In September 2014, ICE approached several vendors, urgently requesting bids to house its
growing immigrant family population in an appropriate setting. CCA was the only company
to respond to ICE’s request for a purpose-built (i.e., not retrofitted), civil residential facility
specifically designed for immigrant mothers and children. CCA went to tremendous lengths
to provide a solution to the crisis, marshalling internal resources and scores of external
partners to ultimately site, design, build and staff a safe, humane and appropriate facility in
less than three months - all to ICE’s rigorous specifications.

CONCLUSION

For more than three decades, CCA has provided flexible, innovative, dependable solutions
for ICE. We are one tool available to the agency to help achieve its mission in a cost-effective
way. Eliminating this tool, however, would create significant challenges for the safe, humane
and appropriate housing of detainees and residents. We encourage the subcommittee to
keep all options on the table for ICE leaders, particularly ones like ours that provide great
flexibility.
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Dear HSAC Members:

Thank you for affording the GEO Group (“GEQO”) the opportunity to participate in the Homeland
Security Advisory Council subcommittee meeting of October 13, 2016 and for allowing us to
share information about our company and to answer your questions.

As a follow-up, I wanted to provide the subcommittee with additional information and data in
response to several of the questions and issues presented during our discussion.

One of the comments made during our meeting focused on GEO’s background in the operation
of correctional facilities; and more specifically noting that this was not the appropriate expertise
for the purposes of managing and operating facilities for non-criminal, civil detention. It is
important to reiterate, GEO is a broad and diverse service provider offering our clients
comprehensive solutions to manage and care for diverse populations whether criminal or civil.

As previously highlighted in our written submission, our company was not founded in the penal
corrections industry, as our first client was the former Immigration and Naturalization Service
(INS). Our first facility (Aurora INS Processing Center) was uniquely designed to provide a
secure residential (non-penal) environment for non-criminal aliens. Since that time, we have
been selected by federal, state, local and international clients to provide a wide array of services
ranging from substance abuse counseling, cognitive behavior therapy and evidence based
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