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Background 
Federal immigration enforcement is up exponentially across the country and New Mexico is no 
exception. In New Mexico the number of arrests by federal immigration enforcement officials 
jumped from 20 arrests in the month of July 2024 to 729 in July of 2026—a 3,545% increase of 
monthly arrests. See Table #1. 
 
One pipeline for arrests is cooperation and communication between local law enforcement 
officials, local jails, and federal immigration authorities. Examples include a routine traffic stop 
that leads to an arrest by federal immigration authorities, a warrant for an unpaid traffic violation 
or a misdemeanor that turns into a transfer to a federal immigration detention facility. While New 
Mexico has a number of laws and policies limiting cooperation with federal immigration 
officials, the state still has one of the highest arrest rates in the country.1 There is currently no 
statewide law prohibiting informal communication and collaboration between local jurisdictions 
and federal immigration officials to enforce civil immigration laws.  
 
Nationally, close to 70.6 percent of immigrants who are being arrested by Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement (ICE) have no criminal record2; with the majority of those being arrested 
and detained by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) for civil immigration 
violations such as overstaying a visa or entering without permission. While there are no precise 
figures on the criminal records of New Mexicans being arrested, community-based organizations 
and legal service providers have documented that the majority of those immigrants being 
detained and arrested do not have a criminal record. 
 
History of New Mexico Legislation: 
For over two decades, advocates and policy-makers have endeavored to untangle local law 
enforcement and jails from federal civil immigration enforcement at the municipal, county and 
state level. In 2005, both chambers of the N.M. Legislature approved S.B. 103, which prohibited 
local jurisdictions from using “state funds equipment, personnel or resources for the purpose of 
detecting or apprehending persons” whose only violation is a civil immigration offense.3 The bill 
was vetoed by then-N.M. Governor Bill Richardson. 
 
In 2019, S.B. 196, which had similar language to S.B. 103, was only heard in the Senate Public 
Affairs Committee (SPAC). In 2024, S.B. 250 received a “do pass” vote by the Senate Health & 

3 N.M. Legislature website, 
https://www.nmlegis.gov/Legislation/Legislation?Chamber=S&LegType=B&LegNo=103&year=05, last accessed 
on Nov. 5, 2026. 

2 Transactional Records Access Clearinghouse, https://tracreports.org/immigration/quickfacts/, last accessed on Nov. 
5, 2026. 

1 Data Deportation Project, https://deportationdata.org/index.html, last accessed on Nov. 5, 2026. 
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Public Affairs Committee (SHPAC) and the Senate Judiciary Committee; however, the bill was 
never heard on the Senate Floor. 4 
 
Nevertheless, over two dozen local policies exist across New Mexico providing restrictions on 
using local personnel, property, funds, and records for federal civil immigration enforcement; 
nondiscrimination and limits on immigration-status inquiries; protection of sensitive information; 
limits on immigration detainers and administrative warrants; and workplace notification 
requirements. These policies vary significantly in scope and exceptions and some gaps still exist 
in several counties and cities. 
 
While the New Mexico Non-disclosure of Personal, Sensitive Information Act (NMSA 1978 § 
10-16I-1.), passed and signed in 2025, delineates the proper handling of New Mexican’s personal 
information and limited sharing with outside agencies, this law currently only applies to state 
employees. 
 
Likewise HB 9 or the Immigrant Safety Act passed during the 2026 legislative session, now 
codified at NMSA 1978, §§ 13-9-1 to 13-9-6 (2026), restricts the expansion of detention centers 
for federal immigration detainees and only regulates some formal agreements pursuant to certain 
federal statutes (8 U.S.C. Section 1357(g) or 8 C.F.R. Section 287.7) with federal agencies. The 
Act does not prohibit local jurisdictions from engaging in informal collaboration and 
communication with immigration enforcement agencies, nor does it ban the use of local public 
resources to aid them in the enforcement of civil immigration law. Also, some parts of the 
Immigrant Safety Act are not currently being enforced while litigation winds its way through the 
federal court system. 
 
IPRAs to Counties and Cities 
To understand more clearly what is happening in New Mexico, we sent the same IPRA to several 
jurisdictions. Initially, we focused on state agencies and county lock-ups but in the last year we 
have specifically asked all 33 counties in the state and 13 cities and towns to share all their 
communications with DHS and it sub-agencies which includes Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE), Customs & Border Protection (CBP) and Homeland Security Investigations 
(HSI). Exhibit #1 (sample IPRA). 
 
Findings from the IPRA Responses: 
Out of the forty-eight IPRA requests Somos made in September: 

●​ Eight jurisdictions requested extensions and still have not produced documents.  
●​ Sixteen did not respond, are not in compliance with IPRA,  and will require further legal 

action. 
●​ Twelve responded claiming no such documents exist. 
●​ Thirteen produced responsive documents. 

4 N.M. Legislature website, 
https://www.nmlegis.gov/Legislation/Legislation?Chamber=S&LegType=B&LegNo=196&year=19, last accessed 
on Nov. 5, 2026. 
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●​ Ten showed some level of communication and/or collaboration with immigration 

enforcement agencies.  
 
The results showed some jurisdictions asserting they have no communication with DHS and its 
sub-components to other jurisdictions having regular communications–in some cases nearly daily 
communications with ICE officials. We know this patchwork of formal and informal cooperation 
has significant public safety impacts, specifically on public health, education, and our state’s 
workforce. In many cases the sharing of information and collaboration is being done by 
administrative employees making significant policy decisions for the jurisdictions without 
policymaking powers. 
 
Below are specific examples of communications and collaboration between local and federal 
officials, thus corroborating what community members and immigration attorneys have been 
reporting to community-based organizations and legal service agencies for more than a year. 
 
➢​ Sandoval County Sheriff’s Office 

On May 22, 2026, Brando Chavez Martinez and two friends were traveling south on I-25 
from Santa Fe to a family member’s  wedding in Rio Rancho. They were pulled over 
close to exit #248, near Algodones, by Sandoval County Sheriff’s Deputy AJ Noriega. 
While Mr. Chavez Martinez was not driving the vehicle, his identification was requested 
by Deputy Noriega and when he provided a Mexican identification card, Deputy Noriega 
called immigration enforcement officers in Albuquerque to come to the traffic stop on 
I-25, who arrived shortly thereafter.  
 
Subsequently both Messieurs Chavez Martinez and Zamora were arrested by the ICE 
officers for civil immigration violations and detained at Torrance County Detention 
Facility, operated by CoreCivic. Chavez Martinez has no criminal history. The details of 
Chavez Martinez’s arrest by federal officers– facilitated by Sandoval County Sheriff’s 
Office– were outlined in the immigration document I-213, or a narrative form included 
within Mr. Chavez Martinez’s file with the federal agency. Exhibit #2 (I-213).  
 
An IPRA to Sandoval County in June netted no responsive documents because the 
request was sent with the incorrect date of the traffic stop. Upon obtaining the I-213 and 
reading the details of the arrest, another more detailed IPRA was sent to Sandoval County 
this September; the County denied our request citing exceptions that do not apply. We 
recently sent a request for the county to reconsider the exceptions cited and produced the 
responsive documents, as required by the IPRA statutes; to date there has been no 
response from the county.​
 

➢​ Lea County 
On Nov. 4, 2025, an IPRA request was sent to Lea County records custodian requesting 
all communications with federal immigration officials for a year’s time. There was no 
initial response to the IPRA, and while there was an email response following additional 
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correspondence, the County produced no responsive documents. A complaint for 
non-compliance with IPRA statutes was filed on June 2, 2026, with the New Mexico 
Department of Justice. Responsive documents were only produced following the filing of 
a Writ of Mandamus in June in the 5th Judicial District.. 

 
While communications only November 2024 were produced, those emails show nearly 
daily communications between Lea County employees and ICE officials. ICE officials 
receive a nearly daily list from Lea County officials of foreign-born individuals who are 
brought to the Lea County Detention Center, regardless of reason for their arrest. 
Likewise, if no foreign-born New Mexicans are taken to the detention center, Lea County 
notifies ICE officials of the same. Lea County sends the names, birthdays and photos of 
all foreign-born individuals in the detention center. Exhibit #3 (emails). 

 
➢​ San Juan County Detention Center 

Following a 2014 federal lawsuit by Somos Un Pueblo Unido, San Juan County 
Commission was required in 2017 to pass a resolution prohibiting certain practices, such 
as “prohibiting the detention of individuals solely on the basis of the I-247 Immigration 
Detainer.”  At the San Juan Detention Center, an immigration detainer must be 
accompanied by a warrant of arrest or an order of deportation or removal and either of 
those documents must be signed by a U.S. District Court Judge or a U.S. Magistrate 
Judge. Emails between San Juan Detention Center and ICE officials show federal 
officials obtaining the required signatures from federal judges. Exhibit #4 (emails). 

      
➢​ San Miguel County Detention Center 

Resolution 07-11-2017-CM, approved by the county commission, prohibits county 
employees from asking about immigration status except as required for specified 
employment or benefit determinations. The resolution also restricts disclosure of 
sensitive personal information, subject to legal exceptions, and voluntary entry by 
immigration agents into nonpublic county spaces without judicial authorization. 
 
Even with this resolution, San Miguel officials will provide sensitive information, such as 
release times to ICE officials. Likewise, while the County’s written policy is to not honor 
ICE detainers, there are cases where they will. Exhibit #5 (emails). 

 
➢​ Eddy County Detention Center 

Similar to Lea County, Eddy County Detention Center engages in nearly daily 
communication with ICE officials and shares New Mexicans’ personal information, 
including birth dates and countries of birth. ​
 
Also, based on an individual's place of birth, detention center staff notifies ICE officials 
to check with their databases whether he or she has legal status. Oftentimes, ICE officials 
will inform detention center staff that the individual is a naturalized U.S. citizen or has 
another form of lawful immigration status. This information sharing occurs soon after the 
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individual arrives at the detention center and usually before he or she goes before a local 
judge and well before their case can be adjudicated–thus short circuiting the state’s 
criminal justice system. The responsive documents also show individuals in the county 
detention center for misdemeanors or warrants for failure to pay (FTP) a traffic ticket will 
have contact with ICE and most likely end up in ICE detention. Exhibit #6 (emails). 

 
Formal agreements not previously known:​
 
➢​ Chaves County: customs officer agreement 

On April 7, 2026, the Chaves County Sheriff signed a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) with a U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement official. The MOU states 
certain employees from the Chaves County Sheriff’s Office will be designated as customs 
officers “without additional compensation” to perform those duties. The MOU requires 
deputies within the Chaves County Sheriff’s Office to complete training and other 
obligations. While the agreement allows for a Chaves County Sheriff’s deputy to function 
as a customs officer, the MOU does not “convey the authority to enforce administrative 
violations of immigration law.” Exhibit #7 (MOU). 

 
➢​ Sierra, Socorro and Catron counties 

Sierra County is a recipient of a federal Operation Stonegarden grant administered by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) under DHS's state homeland security 
grant program. This program is primarily designed to support law enforcement activities 
in border counties. 
 
The federal grant extends federal funding for the purchase of equipment for law 
enforcement officials, mileage and overtime wages costs. Sierra County is the primary 
grant recipient and acts as a fiscal agent to neighboring jurisdictions that are not border 
counties, including Socorro and Catron counties through Memorandums of 
Understanding (MOU’s).   
 
As part of the grant cycle, U.S. Border Patrol officials encouraged the purchase of dual 
feed License Plate Readers (LPRs) by local law enforcement officials. However, the 
passage of S.B. 40, or the Driver Privacy & Safety Act5, earlier this year, made the usage 
of license plate readers for immigration enforcement illegal as of July 1, 2026.  Exhibit 
#8 (documents & emails). 
 

While it is unclear what is required of law enforcement under the Operation Stonegarden grant, 
the state’s newly codified Immigrant Safety Act prohibits agreements between local jurisdictions 
and DHS “that deputizes officers, employees or agents of the public body to perform a function 
of an immigration officer in relation to the investigation, apprehension, detention or 
transportation of noncitizens in the United States or the removal of noncitizens from the United 
States.”  

5 NMSA 1978, § 29-22-1. 
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Additionally, when Sierra County responded to our IPRA, the records custodian stated all 
responsive documents would be reviewed by a lawyer at U.S. Customs & Border Patrol before 
being produced. 
 
Conclusion & Recommendations 
A uniform policy across the state is needed laying out clear rules for working with federal 
immigration officials to ensure the civil rights of immigrant New Mexicans are not violated. 
Local and law enforcement officials collaborating in federal immigration enforcement could face 
liability under both the U.S. Constitution and the New Mexico constitution, along with our state 
laws. One state law is the New Mexico Civil Rights Act, NMSA § 41-4A-1, and the types of 
claims that frequently arise from local cooperation on federal immigration enforcement include: 
racial profiling, wrongful arrest, wrongful detention, and arbitrary or excessive use of force. 
Likewise, clear rules will also improve transparency with local jurisdictions. 
 
The lack of consistent policies across jurisdictions is putting public health at risk, creates 
confusion for New Mexico residents, undermines accountability, and threatens public safety. If 
immigrant New Mexicans suspect police or sheriff deputies are collaborating with immigration 
officials, they will opt not to contact them rather than run the risk that contact with law 
enforcement will turn into a deportation. Research shows when local police are not viewed as 
extensions of ICE, neighborhoods are safer. Residents are more likely to report crimes, cooperate 
with investigations and come forward as witnesses if they know their local police are not an arm 
of ICE. New Mexico residents should also not be afraid to travel to other cities and counties for 
medical appointments, to work, to shop, or to visit family members because those jurisdictions 
collaborate with DHS.  
 
One potential model is the statewide adoption of similar requirements for ICE officials at the San 
Juan County Detention Center or requiring a warrant signed by a judge. A uniform statewide 
law, building on policies and ordinances already adopted by more than a dozen New Mexico 
local governments, would establish consistent standards prohibiting state and local government 
resources from being used to assist federal agencies in enforcing civil immigration law. 
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Table #1: Arrests in New Mexico by federal immigration officials

* Immigration Research Initiative analysis of data from Data Deportation Project.
https://deportationdata.org/index.html
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