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I. INTRODUCTION
On December 8, 2025, the Committee on Immigration, chaired by Council Member Alexa Avilés, will consider the following legislation: Proposed Introduction 214-A (Prop. Int. 214-A), sponsored by Council Member Shahana Hanif, in relation to creating a private right of action related to civil immigration detainers and cooperation with federal immigration authorities; Introduction 1268 (Int. 1268), sponsored by Council Member Avilés, in relation to signage describing certain constitutional and legal protections; Introduction 1272 (Int. 1272), sponsored by Council Member Hanif, in relation to restricting employers from using E-Verify or any other employment eligibility verification system to check the employment authorization status of an employee or an applicant who has not been offered employment; and Introduction 1412 (Int. 1412), sponsored by Council Member Tiffany Cabán, in relation to redefining terms concerning immigration enforcement to account for current enforcement practices, and prohibiting the maintenance of an office or quarters on property under the jurisdiction of the department of correction by federal immigration authorities. The Committees expect to receive testimony from the Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs (MOIA), the New York City Department of Correction (DOC), public defenders, advocates, directly affected individuals, and members of the public. 
II. BACKGROUND
a. New York City’s Detainer Laws
In response to growing concerns regarding federal immigration enforcement priorities, including the presence of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) agents at DOC facilities, the Council enacted Local Law 62 of 2011 to ensure that DOC’s cooperation with ICE was limited to facilitating the detention and removal of individuals with criminal records, those with prior immigration violations, or those who posed public safety or national security threats.[footnoteRef:1] The law established guidelines for DOC to follow in determining when to honor immigration detainers, providing that, among other things, a detainer would not be honored on an individual who had no criminal record.[footnoteRef:2] Pursuant to Local Law 62 of 2011, between March 9 and September 20, 2012, DOC did not honor 267 detainers, which accounted for 20 percent of the detainers received by DOC from ICE.[footnoteRef:3] [1:  Int. No. 656, L.L. 62-2011, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code § 9-131.]  [2:  Id.]  [3:  N.Y.C. Council Committee on Immigration, Testimony of Lewis Finkelman, First Deputy Commissioner, Department of Correction, Jan. 25, 2013.] 

On May 15, 2012, ICE expanded a program entitled “Secure Communities in New York City.”[footnoteRef:4] Generally, at the time of arrest, an arrestee’s fingerprints are sent to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) for statistical and criminal justice purposes.[footnoteRef:5] Under Secure Communities, local and state jurisdictions could choose to share those fingerprints with the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), where information relating to the arrestee’s immigration history is used to assess whether the arrestee may be deportable.[footnoteRef:6] If DHS suspects deportability, the agency sends the local authority a request to detain that individual for an additional 48 hours past the time they would have been released from custody.[footnoteRef:7] This extended detention gives ICE additional time to take custody of the arrestee, presumably to initiate deportation proceedings or commence the repatriation process.[footnoteRef:8] Participation in the Secure Communities program was voluntary until DHS made it mandatory in 2013.[footnoteRef:9] [4:  Preston, Julia. Despite Opposition, Immigr. Agency to Expand Fingerprint Program. NEW YORK TIMES. (May 11, 2012) Available at https://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/12/us/ice-to-expand-secure-communities-program-in-mass-and-ny.html; Secure Communities was launched by President George W. Bush during his last year in office and was designed to utilize the criminal justice system to quickly identify immigrants who might be deportable. See U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Criminal Alien Program, https://www.ice.gov/criminal-alien-program (last accessed November 25, 2025).]  [5:  Id.]  [6:  Id.]  [7:  Id.]  [8:  Id.]  [9:  Waslin, Michael, ICE Releases Memo Outlining Justification for Making Secure Communities Mandatory. IMMIGR. IMPACT. (Jan. 13, 2012) http://immigrationimpact.com/2012/01/13/ice-releases-memo-outlining-justification-for-making-secure-communities-mandatory/.] 

In 2013, the Council passed Local Laws 21 and 23, which expanded the universe of detainers that the New York City Police Department (NYPD) and DOC could choose not to honor by eliminating detainers lodged against those with open misdemeanor cases and those with misdemeanor convictions that were more than ten years old.[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Int. No. 928, L.L. 2013/021, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code § 14-154; Int. No. 989, L.L. 2013/022, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code § 9-131.] 

Despite these changes, in 2013, DOC held 3,080 people past their scheduled release date to accommodate ICE and transferred 3,074 people to federal immigration authorities.[footnoteRef:11] Less than five percent of individuals transferred pursuant to a detainer had a felony conviction, and only 27 percent had a misdemeanor conviction.[footnoteRef:12] Between October 1, 2013, and September 30, 2014, DOC transferred 2,016 individuals to ICE pursuant to an immigration detainer; during that same time period, NYPD received 2,635 immigration detainers, transferred three individuals to ICE, and did not honor 179 requests.[footnoteRef:13] In addition to the human cost that implementing federal immigration detainers placed on communities and families in New York City, there was also a substantial financial cost to the City.[footnoteRef:14] Therefore, changes to the City’s detainer laws became necessary to ensure that the City was not cooperating with federal immigration authorities in a way that adversely affected the City’s immigrant population, imposed significant financial costs on the City, and provided no actual benefit to public safety.[footnoteRef:15] [11:  N.Y.C. Department of Correction, Summary of Discharges of Inmates with Federal Immigr. and Customs Enforcement (ICE) Detainers for Discharges October 1, 2012 – September 30, 2013, https://a860-gpp.nyc.gov/downloads/qz20st57x?locale=en.]  [12:  Id.]  [13:  N.Y.C. Department of Correction, Summary of Discharges of Inmates with Federal Immigr. and Customs Enforcement (ICE) Detainers for Discharges October 1, 2013 – September 30, 2014, https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/doc/downloads/pdf/ICE_report_101414.pdf; N.Y.P.D. Summary of Statistics on ICE Detainers October 1, 2013 to September 30th, 2014, https://www.nyc.gov/assets/nypd/downloads/pdf/analysis_and_planning/civil_immigration_detainers/summary-civil-immigration-detainers-2013-2014.pdf. ]  [14:  Testimony of New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer, before members of the Committee on Immigration of the New York City Council, October 15, 2014, https://comptroller.nyc.gov/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Comptroller-Stringer-Testimony-15-October-Council-Immigration-Hearing-_-Detainers.pdf (According to DOC, the amount of money requested from the federal government through the State Criminal Alien Assistance Program (SCAAP) to pay for the City’s costs of processing detainers between October 2012 and September 2013 was $51,971,827. The amount of SCAAP money actually obtained by the City to pay for cooperation in processing immigrant detainers was $9,535,609, over $42,000,000 less than the requested amount or only 18 percent of the requested funds).]  [15:  See Wong, Tom K. The Effects of Sanctuary Policies on Crime and the Economy. CENTER FOR AM. PROGRESS (Jan. 26, 2017) Available at https://www.americanprogress.org/issues/immigration/reports/2017/01/26/297366/the-effects-of-sanctuary-policies-on-crime-and-the-economy/.] 

In 2014, the Council strengthened its detainer laws in response to the federal government’s increased reliance on local authorities to enforce immigration policy by limiting the City’s cooperation with federal immigration authorities except where there are public safety concerns.[footnoteRef:16] As per Local Law 58 of 2014, DOC may not honor a federal detainer request for an individual unless: (1) ICE presents a judicial warrant as to probable cause; and (2) the individual in question has been convicted of a violent or serious felony within the prior five years or is a possible match on the terrorist watch list.[footnoteRef:17] Local Law 59 of 2014 limited NYPD’s ability to prolong the detention of a noncitizen unless that person has (1) maintained a conviction for a violent or serious felony or is listed on the terrorist watch list; and (2) has been previously deported and (allegedly) unlawfully reentered the United States.[footnoteRef:18] Additionally, the laws prohibited ICE from maintaining an office at the Rikers Island detention facility in order to enforce civil immigration law.[footnoteRef:19] [16:  See Int. No. 468, L.L. 2014/058, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code § 9-131; Int. No. 487, L.L. 2014/059, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code § 14-154.]  [17:  Id.]  [18:  Id.]  [19:  Id.] 

Although the biometric interoperability of Secure Communities has remained constant since full implementation was achieved, ICE’s operational posture under Secure Communities was temporarily suspended by DHS policy from November 20, 2014, through January 25, 2017.[footnoteRef:20] On January 25, 2017, then-President Trump reinstituted Secure Communities and re-expanded immigration enforcement priorities to include even individuals not convicted of serious criminal offenses.[footnoteRef:21] [20:  U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, “Secure Communities (Archived Content),” available at https://www.ice.gov/secure-communities (last visited November 25, 2025).]  [21:  Trump White House Archives, “Executive Order: Enhancing Public Safety in the Interior of the United States,” Jan. 25, 2017, available at https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/presidential-actions/executive-order-enhancing-public-safety-interior-united-states/ (last visited November 25, 2025).] 

In 2017, one of then-President Trump’s first actions in office was to issue an Executive Order (EO), titled “Enhancing Public Safety in the Interior of the United States.”[footnoteRef:22] This EO, among other things, set out that it “is the policy of the executive branch to empower state and local law enforcement agencies across the country to perform the functions of an immigration officer in the interior of the United States to the maximum extent permitted by law.”[footnoteRef:23] Express federal reliance on local entities to enforce immigration laws contravened New York City policy and local laws. The Council passed two more laws that clarified the role of local government vis-à-vis immigration enforcement.[footnoteRef:24] Local Law 226 of 2017 applied similar detainer restrictions and reporting requirements to the City’s Department of Probation (DOP) as Local Laws 58 and 59 of 2014 discussed above.[footnoteRef:25] Local Law 228 of 2017 prohibited City agencies from partnering with DHS in the enforcement of federal immigration law.[footnoteRef:26] The law prohibited the use of City resources, property, and information obtained by the City in furtherance of federal immigration enforcement.[footnoteRef:27] Any federal requests for such partnership must be compiled, anonymized, and shared with the City Council on a quarterly basis.[footnoteRef:28] The law did not restrict the City from entering into cooperative agreements with the federal government, so long as those agreements were not solely for the purpose of immigration enforcement.[footnoteRef:29] [22:  Executive Order: Enhancing Public Safety in the Interior of the United States, Jan. 25, 2017, available at: https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/01/30/2017-02102/enhancing-public-safety-in-the-interior-of-the-united-states.]  [23:  Id.]  [24:  See Int. No. 1558, L.L 2017/226, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code § 9-205; Int. No. 1568, L.L 2017/228, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code §§ 10-178, 9-131, 14-154.]  [25:  Int. No. 1558, L.L 2017/226, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code § 9-205.]  [26:  Int. No. 1568, L.L 2017/228, codified at N.Y.C. Admin. Code §§ 10-178, 9-131, 14-154.]  [27:  Id.]  [28:  Id.]  [29:  Id.] 

b. Snapshot of U.S. Immigration Policy Today
During the first year of Trump’s second term, immigrants have been subjected to executive orders, legislation, and policy updates that have deeply damaged their livelihoods and threatened their safety. “Executive Order Protecting the American People Against Invasion” shifted enforcement priorities to all undocumented immigrants instead of undocumented immigrants convicted of violent crimes.[footnoteRef:30] It also expanded expedited removal[footnoteRef:31] to encompass immigrants who arrived within the last two years and called for their detention.[footnoteRef:32] This EO called for DHS and the Attorney General to deny federal funding to sanctuary jurisdictions and for the expansion of 287(g)[footnoteRef:33] agreements.[footnoteRef:34] According to a September 2025 press release from DHS, 287(g) agreements have increased from 135 to 1,001.[footnoteRef:35] DHS also announced a reimbursement program for state and local law enforcement that participate in 287(g) programs.[footnoteRef:36] [30:  Center for Migration Studies. Summary of Executive Orders and Other Actions On Immigration. (Feb. 13, 2025). Available at: https://cmsny.org/publications/essential-but-ignored-low-earning-immigrant-healthcare-workers-and-their-role-in-the-health-of-new-york-city/ ]  [31:  Expedited removal allows the government to quickly deport someone they believe to be undocumented, without ever seeing a judge. The only exception is if the person says they are afraid to return to their country and passes a fear screening interview, which might allow them to seek asylum. See National Immigration Law Center, “Know Your Rights: Expedited Removal Expansion,” Jan. 24, 2025, available at https://www.nilc.org/resources/know-your-rights-expedited-removal-expansion/. ]  [32:  Supra note 30. ]  [33:  The 287(g) program deputizes local law enforcement officers to act as agents of ICE. ]  [34:  Supra note 30. ]  [35:  Department of Homeland Security. “DHS 287(g) Reaches More Than 1,000 Partnerships with State and Local Enforcement to Help Remove the Worst of the Worst Criminal Illegal Aliens.” (Sep. 17, 2025). Available at: https://www.dhs.gov/news/2025/09/17/dhs-287g-reaches-more-1000-partnerships-state-and-local-enforcement-help-remove ]  [36:  Department of Homeland Security. “DHS Announces New Reimbursement Opportunities for State and Local Law Enforcement Partnering with ICE to Arrest the Worst of the Worst Criminal Illegal Aliens.” (Sep. 2, 2025). Available: https://www.dhs.gov/news/2025/09/02/dhs-announces-new-reimbursement-opportunities-state-and-local-law-enforcement ] 

The 2021 version of “Guidelines for Enforcement Actions in or near Protected Locations,” which prohibited immigration enforcement at or near schools, hospitals, houses of worship, and other sensitive locations, was rescinded and replaced with a memorandum instructing agents to use “discretion” and “common sense” when conducting enforcement in these areas.[footnoteRef:37]  [37:  Department of Homeland Security. Enforcement Actions in or Near Protected Areas. Available at: https://www.dhs.gov/publication/enforcement-actions-or-near-protected-areas. [Updated on Jan. 20, 2025, Accessed on November 12, 2025]. The New York State Protect Our Courts Act prevents ICE officers from making civil arrests in and around New York State Courts, including City and other Municipal Courts. This law, however, does not preclude the federal government from apprehending noncitizens in federal administrative court buildings, including immigration courts. See Senate Bill S425A, The New York State Senate, available at https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2019/S425. ] 

The Trump Administration has expanded the list of federal agencies involved in immigration enforcement. Federal agencies have deployed almost 33,000 employees to assist ICE, although “only around 15% of employees working on immigration enforcement are full-time immigration enforcement staff.”[footnoteRef:38] These employees have come from Customs and Border Protection (CBP), U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS), Bureau of Prisons, Drug Enforcement Administration, FBI, U.S. Marshal Service, Internal Revenue Service, and Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives.[footnoteRef:39] The State Department has also deployed almost 300 Diplomatic Security staff, and ICE’s Homeland Security Investigations, which has previously investigated transnational crimes like drug and human trafficking, has “sent nearly its entire workforce to assist with immigration enforcement.”[footnoteRef:40] Over 9,000 partners at the state and local levels have also assisted with immigration enforcement.[footnoteRef:41] Additionally, USCIS, an agency previously responsible for adjudicating immigration applications, plans to create a “special agent” position, which will be authorized to carry guns, execute search and arrest warrants,[footnoteRef:42] and “arrest people for both civil and criminal immigration and non-immigration violations.”[footnoteRef:43]  [38:  Katz, Eric. “Report: Federal agencies have deployed nearly 33,000 employees to assist ICE.” GOVERNMENT EXECUTIVE. (Sep. 4, 2025). Available: at: https://www.govexec.com/management/2025/09/report-federal-agencies-have-deployed-nearly-33000-employees-assist-ice/407907/ ]  [39:  Id. ]  [40:  Id. ]  [41:  Id.]  [42:  Voigt, Kate. “Trump is Weaponizing the USCIS for the First Time in the Agency’s History.” ACLU. (Oct. 7, 2025). Available at: https://www.aclu.org/news/immigrants-rights/trump-is-weaponizing-the-uscis-for-the-first-time-in-the-agencys-history ]  [43:  Reichlin-Melnick, Aaron and Shev Dalal-Dheini. “New USCIS ’Special Agents’ Will Be Given the Power to Arrest, Use Deadly Force Against Immigrants. AMERICAN IMMIGRATION COUNCIL. (Sep. 10, 2025). Available at: https://www.americanimmigrationcouncil.org/blog/uscis-special-agents-arrest-immigrants/ ] 

On January 29, 2025, the president signed into law H.R. 29/S.5, also known as the Laken Riley Act.[footnoteRef:44] This law expanded mandatory detention criteria to undocumented immigrants who have been merely accused of — not necessarily convicted of or even charged with — certain low-level offenses, such as shoplifting.[footnoteRef:45] [44:  See S.5-Laken Riley Act, 119th Congress (2025-2026) Available at: https://www.congress.gov/bill/119th-congress/senate-bill/5 ]  [45:  Altman, Heidi. “Five Things to Know about the Laken Riley Act.” NATIONAL IMMIGRATION LAW CENTER. (Jan. 6, 2025). Available at: https://www.nilc.org/articles/nilc-opposes-the-h-r-29-the-laken-riley-act/. ] 

c. Immigration Enforcement in New York City
In February 2025, Mayor Eric Adams held a meeting with the Trump Administration’s ‘Border Czar’ Tom Homan and other local federal law enforcement officials.[footnoteRef:46] In a post-meeting press release, the Adams Administration stated they were “now working on implementing an executive order that will reestablish the ability for ICE agents to operate on Rikers Island.”[footnoteRef:47] Homan and Adams then appeared in a joint interview on “Fox and Friends” where their partnership was emphasized and Tom Homan remarked that, if the Mayor did not follow through with his decision to implement ICE on Rikers Island, he would be “in his office, up his butt saying, ‘Where the hell is this agreement we came to?’”[footnoteRef:48]  The EO was eventually introduced by First Deputy Mayor Randy Mastro on April 8, 2025,[footnoteRef:49] and the New York City Council sued to block the order.[footnoteRef:50] The final decision from the New York State Supreme Court invalidated the EO due to the “impermissible appearance of a conflict of interest.”[footnoteRef:51] [46:  New York City Office of the Mayor. “Mayor Adams’ Statement Following Meeting with Border Czar Tom Homan.” NYC.GOV. (February 13, 2025). Available at: https://www.nyc.gov/mayors-office/news/2025/02/mayor-adams-following-meeting-border-czar-tom-homan ]  [47:  Id. ]  [48:  Shivonne, Adeja. “Mayor Adams on FOX with border czar in NYC: ‘If he doesn’t deliver, I’ll be back.’” FOX 5 NY. (February 14, 2025). Available at: https://www.fox5ny.com/news/mayor-adams-border-czar-fox-and-friends ]  [49:  See Executive Order 50. “Authorizing Federal Immigration Authorities to Investigate Criminal Activity on Rikers Island.” (April 8, 2025). Available at: https://www.nyc.gov/mayors-office/news/2025/04/executive-order-50 ]  [50:  New York City Council. “Speaker Adrienne Adams, Council Members, and Civil Rights Advocates Celebrate State Supreme Court’s Final Ruling Blocking Trump’s New ICE Office on Rikers.” (September 16, 2025). Available at: https://council.nyc.gov/press/2025/09/16/2976/ ]  [51:  Eyewitness News. “New York State Supreme Court blocks opening of ICE office at Rikers Island.” ABC7. (September 8, 2025). Available at: https://abc7ny.com/post/new-york-state-supreme-court-blocks-opening-ice-office-rikers-island-invalidating-mayor-adams-executive-order/17774132/ ] 

In June 2025, the New York Times reported on the close relationship between Tom Homan and Deputy Mayor for Public Safety Kaz Daughtry.[footnoteRef:52] According to the reporting, Tom Homan “asked that a top police official with a close relationship to the mayor be named as his liaison to City Hall.”[footnoteRef:53] Subsequently, Kaz Daughtry was promoted to Deputy Mayor of Public Safety and became Homan’s main point of contact in city government.[footnoteRef:54] Daughtry, who is reported as having an “unusually close relationship with the mayor [Adams],” is credited with laying the foundation for ICE to operate on Rikers Island.[footnoteRef:55] Prior to his promotion to City Hall, as an NYPD employee, Daughtry was responsible for planning coordinated NYPD and ICE raids of city-funded hotels housing immigrants.[footnoteRef:56] The raids would have facilitated ICE’s arrest of anyone based solely on their alleged immigration status, which violates the city’s sanctuary laws.[footnoteRef:57] Ultimately, the raids were blocked by NYPD Commissioner Jessica Tisch because of their illegal nature.[footnoteRef:58]  [52:  Rashbaum, William K., Dana Rubinstein, and Jonah E. Bromwich. “How Dr. Phil and a Top Adams Aide Helped Ease ICE’s Path Into New York.” NEW YORK TIMES. (June 18, 2025). Available at: https://www.nytimes.com/2025/06/18/nyregion/ice-kaz-adams-nyc-immigration.html ]  [53:  Id. ]  [54:  Id.]  [55:  Id.]  [56:  Id.]  [57:  Id.]  [58:  Id.] 

In April 2025, it was reported that 19-year-old Merwil Gutiérrez was detained by ICE outside of his Bronx home and shipped to El Salvador’s megaprison.[footnoteRef:59] Subsequent reporting found that Gutiérrez was taken into ICE’s custody almost immediately after an interaction with the NYPD.[footnoteRef:60] He was arrested by the NYPD on February 24 but not prosecuted for a crime.[footnoteRef:61] A day later, the FBI reportedly took him into custody and handed him over to ICE, and he was shipped to “one of the world‘s most notorious prisons.”[footnoteRef:62] Details of this incident are unclear, but the arrest and transfer possibly came from a joint NYPD and FBI taskforce.[footnoteRef:63] [59:  Radovic, Paz. “ICE Took His Son From Their Bronx Home. Now His 19-Rear-Old Is In Bukele’s Mega-prison in El Salvador.” DOCUMENTED. (April 14, 2025). Available at: https://documentedny.com/2025/04/14/ice-bukele-cecot-tren-de-aragua-el-salvador-new-york-deported/ ]  [60:  Gonen, Yoav, Paz Radovic and Gwynne Hogan. “Arrested by the NYPD but Not Prosecuted, They’re Now Imprisoned in El Salvador”  THE CITY (May 16, 2025). Available at:  https://www.thecity.nyc/2025/05/16/merwil-gutierrez-flores-nypd-fbi-ice-cecot-task-forces/ ]  [61:  Id. ]  [62:  Id.]  [63:  Id. ] 

In March 2025, the NYPD transferred the sealed arrest record of Leqaa Kordia, who was detained at a protest in 2024, to DHS.[footnoteRef:64] This information is reportedly being used to seek her deportation.[footnoteRef:65] A sealed arrest record legally cannot be released under New York State law and department policy, but Kordia’s record was transferred to DHS investigators after investigators asserted that they needed the information in connection with a money laundering investigation.[footnoteRef:66] At a press conference, NYPD Commissioner Tisch noted that the sharing of information in criminal investigations is allowed under the city’s sanctuary laws, but the summons record should not have been included among that information.[footnoteRef:67] The NYPD opened an investigation to discover why and how this sealed record was shared.[footnoteRef:68] Leqaa Kordia remains in ICE custody, and the U.S. government continues to seek her deportation.[footnoteRef:69] [64:  Cramer, Maria and Chelsea Rose Marcius. “Why Did the N.Y.P.D. Hand Over a Sealed Arrest to Homeland Security?” THE NEW YORK TIMES. (May 6, 2025). Available at: https://www.nytimes.com/2025/05/06/nyregion/nypd-ice-deportation-case-sealed-records.html ]  [65:  Id.]  [66:  Id]  [67:  Id]  [68:  Id]  [69:  Radio Diaries: Columbia protester Leqaa Kordia is still detained : NPR https://www.npr.org/2025/11/03/nx-s1-5591478/radio-diaries-columbia-protester-leqaa-kordia-is-still-detained ] 

More recently, ICE and the U.S. Marshals were recorded breaking into a Queens apartment with the reported intention to arrest someone who did not live there.[footnoteRef:70] The mother and her four children were dragged out with guns pointed at them and threatened repeatedly.[footnoteRef:71] Reports indicate a warrant was not shown, and the agents left without arresting anyone.[footnoteRef:72] Surveillance videos show NYPD came to the scene, spoke with the officers, and left.[footnoteRef:73] In Upper Manhattan, residents called 911 after seeing four armed men pulling individuals out of their vehicles.[footnoteRef:74] NYPD came to the scene and found the men were ICE agents who were not wearing any identification of themselves or their agencies.[footnoteRef:75] Two of the NYPD officers who arrived on the scene were treated for minor injuries after the incident.[footnoteRef:76] [70:  Hogan, Gwynne. “VIDEO: Federal Agents Bust Into Queens Apartment, Pointing Guns at Mother and Her Four Kids.” THE CITY. (November 19, 2025). Available at:  https://www.thecity.nyc/2025/11/19/queens-ice-raid-guns-children-mother/]  [71:  Id.]  [72:  Id.]  [73:  Id.]  [74:  Lane, Charles. “NYPD says 2 officers injured during Washington Heights ICE chase.” GOTHAMIST. (November 12, 2025). Available at: https://gothamist.com/news/nypd-says-2-officers-injured-during-washington-heights-immigration-action ]  [75:  Id. ]  [76:  Id. ] 

According to a declassified FBI memo obtained through a Freedom of Information Act Request, the FBI spied on a Signal group chat facilitating “court watch” efforts.[footnoteRef:77] “Court watchers” are typically volunteers who monitor New York federal immigration court proceedings. The memo revealed that the NYPD was involved in the FBI investigation that surveilled the “court watch” signal chat as part of a “broader counterterrorism investigation.”[footnoteRef:78] Responses to this declassified memo, however, have emphasized the nonviolent nature of “court watchers,” especially in contrast to the ICE detentions being made in immigration court, and critiqued the involvement of the NYPD.[footnoteRef:79] [77:  Levin, Sam. “The FBI spied on a Signal group chat of immigration activists, records reveal.” THE GUARDIAN. (November 21, 2025). Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/nov/21/fbi-signal-group-chat-immigration ]  [78:  Hogan, Gwynne and Harry Siegel. “NYPD Confirms Involvement in FBI Probe Targeting Volunteer Observers in Immigration Court.” THE CITY. (November 21, 2025). Available at: https://www.thecity.nyc/2025/11/21/nypd-fbi-surveillance-signal-immigration-courts/ ]  [79:  Id. ] 

In a recent interview with Fox News, Tom Homan said that New York City should expect to see ramped-up ICE enforcement operations because of New York City’s sanctuary status.[footnoteRef:80] Canal Street in Lower Manhattan has already been the site of targeted operations, including a raid on October 21, 2025, that resulted in the detention of several street vendors and an immediate protest of ICE’s actions by New Yorkers.[footnoteRef:81] ICE raided Canal Street again on November 22, 2025, an hour after the NYPD conducted their own vendor enforcement operation.[footnoteRef:82] ICE appears to have detained one vendor.[footnoteRef:83]	 [80:  Fortinsky, Sarah. “Border czar: ICE operations planned for New York City.” THE HILL. (November 19, 2025). Available at: https://thehill.com/immigration/5612640-border-czar-homan-nyc-ice-operations/ ]  [81:  Daly, Adam, and Dean Moses, and Shane O’Brien. “ICE conducts raid on Chinatown’s Canal Street, multiple people detained as New Yorkers rage.” AMNY. (October 21, 2025). Available at: https://www.amny.com/news/ice-agents-chinatown-raid-10212025/ ]  [82:  Williams, Nicholas, Rosso Parascandola, Julian Roberts-Grmela, and Lincoln Anderson. “ICE arrests Canal St. Vendor in ’target operation’ right after NYPD raids.” NY DAILY NEWS. (November 22, 2025). Available at: https://www.amny.com/news/ice-agents-chinatown-raid-10212025/ ]  [83:  Id. ] 

d. Allegations of Violations of the City’s Detainer Laws 
On February 15, 2023, the Council’s Criminal Justice and Immigration Committees conducted oversight and considered legislation to reform the City’s detainer laws. During that hearing, several legal advocates and impacted individuals provided testimony regarding alleged rights violations that demonstrated the need and potential impact of legislative reform. Their testimonies are available on the Council’s website.[footnoteRef:84] [84:  N.Y.C. Council, Hearing Testimony, Committee on Immigration, February 15, 2023, Available at https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6010279&GUID=3410DB97-5BF5-4322-9819-41E779A0CFBD&Options=&Search= ] 

On September 25, 2025, the New York City Department of Investigation (DOI) released a report following an investigation of allegations of illegal collaboration between DOC and ICE.[footnoteRef:85] The investigation found that DOC officers violated the city’s sanctuary laws through information sharing with federal immigration authorities about two individuals in DOC custody.[footnoteRef:86] The investigation also found that DOC does not provide its staff with sufficient guidance about how to comply with sanctuary city laws.[footnoteRef:87] [85:  N.Y.C. Records and Information Services. DOI Report: Investigation Finds City Correction Department Investigator Violated NYC Sanctuary City Laws and DOC Policy By Providing Information. GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS PORTAL. (Sep. 25, 2025). Available at: https://a860-gpp.nyc.gov/concern/nyc_government_publications/nk322k076 ]  [86:  Id.]  [87:  Id] 

e. Constitutional and Legal Protections for Immigrants
All immigrants, regardless of immigration status, have rights under the U.S. Constitution.[footnoteRef:88] Knowledge of those rights, however, is helpful to ensure those rights are not violated when interacting with federal immigration authorities like ICE and CBP. “Know Your Rights” (KYR) trainings and documents are often utilized by advocates, service providers, and city agencies to empower immigrant communities and protect their rights when engaging with federal immigration authorities. Many service providers provide KYR resources for specific scenarios and in multiple languages. For example, the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) provides advice for scenarios such as “Law enforcement asks about my immigration status” or “Police or ICE are at my home.”[footnoteRef:89] Immigrant Defense Project prepared a flyer in sixteen languages explaining both who is at risk of an ICE arrest and an individual’s rights when interacting with ICE agents.[footnoteRef:90] Updated as of July 18, 2025, MOIA published a KYR with ICE Booklet detailing general information on an immigrant’s rights if approached by an ICE officer.[footnoteRef:91] According to MOIA’s webpage, booklets are available in English, Arabic, Bengali, Chinese (Simplified), Chinese (Traditional), French, Haitian Creole, Korean, Nepali, Polish, Pular, Russian, Spanish, Urdu, and Wolof.[footnoteRef:92] The booklet provides general information for the following scenarios: “What can I do if ICE is at my door?,” “What can I do if ICE is inside my home?,” “What can I do if ICE is at my workplace?,” and  “What can I do if I am being detained or arrested?”[footnoteRef:93] If ICE is at the front door, the booklet recommends, from behind the closed door, asking for identification to confirm it is an ICE agent and subsequently asking for a judicial arrest warrant if they are there to arrest someone.[footnoteRef:94] The booklet also notes that ICE cannot legally enter the private space of a workplace without an employer’s permission or a judicial arrest warrant.[footnoteRef:95] The booklet recommends creating a plan if at risk of deportation, including exploring legal options, making a family plan, choosing an emergency contract and memorizing their phone number, keeping documents in order in a safe place that the emergency contact can access, and choosing standby guardians to assist children with decision making.[footnoteRef:96] The booklet includes a phone number to access the newly dubbed MOIA Legal Support Centers at “800-354-0365.”[footnoteRef:97] Of note, “800-354-0365” historically referred to the ActionNYC hotline, but the ActionNYC program has been phased out and references to Action NYC are now outdated.[footnoteRef:98]  [88:  ACLU. Know Your Rights: Immigrants’ Rights. Available at: https://www.aclu.org/know-your-rights/immigrants-rights. [Accessed on November 25, 2025].  ]  [89:  Id. ]  [90:  Immigrant Defense Project. Know Your Rights with ICE. Available at: https://www.immigrantdefenseproject.org/know-your-rights-with-ice/. [Accessed on November 25, 2025].  ]  [91:  NYC Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs. Know Your Rights Resource for Immigrant New Yorkers. Available at: https://www.nyc.gov/site/immigrants/legal-resources/know-your-rights.page  [Accessed on November 25, 2025].  ]  [92:  Id.  ]  [93:  NYC Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs. Know Your Rights with ICE. Available at: https://www.nyc.gov/assets/immigrants/downloads/pdf/KYR-with-ICE_Booklet_2025_Eng.pdf [Accessed on November 25, 2025]. ]  [94:  Id. ]  [95:  Id. ]  [96:  Id. ]  [97:  Id. ]  [98:  Parra, Daniel. “City to Phase Out & Replace De Blasio-Era Program Providing Free Immigration Legal Help.” CITY LIMITS. (October 1, 2024). Available at:  https://citylimits.org/city-to-phase-out-replace-de-blasio-era-program-providing-free-immigration-legal-help/ ] 

f. E-Verify
E-Verify is a federal electronic system that is utilized by employers to determine whether an employee is eligible to work in the United States.[footnoteRef:99] This is done by comparing the details included on an employee’s Employment Eligibility Verification form (I-9) with records from Social Security Administration (SSA) and DHS.[footnoteRef:100] Twenty-one states currently require some or all of their employers to use E-Verify.[footnoteRef:101]  New York does not currently require employers to use this system.[footnoteRef:102] Unless an employer has a federal contract or subcontract or is in a region mandating the usage of E-Verify, or it is legally required for a specific reason like a legal ruling, E-Verify is entirely voluntary.[footnoteRef:103] Although E-Verify is voluntary, employers are required to confirm that employees are legally eligible for employment in the United States, and every hired employee must have a properly completed I-9 form.[footnoteRef:104] E-Verify, however, has historically caused problems for workers with legal status to work in the United States, and reports show that, between 2006 and 2019, over 760,000 workers were negatively affected by E-Verify errors.[footnoteRef:105] Although only 14% of all U.S. employers utilized E-Verify, immigration research institutes have begun speculating that employment verification, and E-Verify in particular, “could draw renewed attention from federal policymakers.”[footnoteRef:106]   [99:  Department of Homeland Security. Verify Employment Eligibility (E-Verify). DHS.GOV. Available at: https://www.dhs.gov/verify-employment-eligibility-e-verify. (Accessed on November 25, 2025).  ]  [100:  Id.]  [101:  Fay, John. 2025 E-Verify State Requirements. EQUIFAX. Available at: https://workforce.equifax.com/e-verify-state-requirements [Accessed on November 25, 2025]. ]  [102:  Id. ]  [103:  E-Verify. E-Verify USER MANUAL FOR CORPORATE ADMINISTRATORS. E-VERIFY.GOV. Available at: https://www.e-verify.gov/e-verify-user-manual-for-corporate-administrators-10-introduction/11-background-and-overview. (Accessed on November 25, 2025).]  [104:  U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services. I-9, Employment Eligibility Verification. USCIS.GOV. Available at: https://www.uscis.gov/i-9#:~:text=All%20U.S.%20employers%20must%20properly,employer)%20must%20complete%20the%20form. (Accessed on November 25, 2025). ]  [105:  Bier, David J., E-Verify Errors Harmed 760,000 Legal Workers Since 2006. CATO INSTITUTE. (May 30, 2019). Available at: https://www.cato.org/blog/e-verify-errors-harmed-760000-legal-workers-2006. ]  [106:  Chisti, Muzaffar and Colleen Putzel-Kavanaugh. “Employment Verification: The Next Front for U.S. Immigration Enforcement?” MIGRATION POLICY INSTITUTE. (November 20, 2025). Available at: https:///www.migrationpolicy.org/article/everify-employment-verification ] 

III. CONCLUSION
The Committee expects to hear testimony from DOC and MOIA on their efforts to ensure strict adherence to the City’s detainer laws. The Committee also expects to hear testimony from MOIA on their information sharing regarding legal and constitutional resources for immigrants, and from the Administration on their comments regarding Prop. Int. 214-A, Int. 1268, Int. 1272, and Int. 1412.
IV. LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS
a. Proposed Int. 214-A
	Prop. Int. 214-A would create a private right of action related to civil immigration detainers. 
Section 1 would amend subdivision e of section 9-131 of the NYC Administrative Code (Ad Code) to create a private right of action for those detained by the DOC in violation of the section. Pursuant to this section, any person who is detained in violation of section 9-131, or their direct relative, may bring an action in any court of competent jurisdiction for a claim of unlawful detention for any damages, including punitive damages, and for declaratory and injunctive relief and such other remedies as may be appropriate. The court may additionally award costs of litigation to the prevailing party whenever the court determines such an award is appropriate. The creation of this private right of action does not limit any other claims that such person may have under common law or by other law or rule. This section does not allow the use of qualified immunity as a defense. For any civil action where the court awards relief, it may also award damages of $30,000 and attorney’s fees. A claim must be made within four years of the violation.
This section also requires that the person being detained and their attorney are informed about a detainer or request for information from federal authorities. DOC would also be required to provide a written record of information exchanges with federal immigration authorities.
Section 2 would amend subdivision e of section 14-154 of the Ad Code to create a private right of action for those detained by the NYPD in violation of the section. Section 3 would amend subdivision e of section 9-205 of the Ad Code to create a private right of action for those detained by DOP in violation of the section. Both of these rights of action are substantively identical to that related to the DOC as described supra.
Section 4 specifies that this local law would take effect 60 days after it becomes law. 
b. Int. 1268
	Int. 1268 would require the MOIA commissioner, in consultation with the New York City Law Department, to develop signage that clearly describes the legal protections enacted in sections 4-210, 10-178, 21-977, and 23-1202 of the Ad Code. The signage would also clearly identify examples of nonpublic areas of city property and list the rights individuals may invoke when interacting with federal immigration authorities. The MOIA commissioner would prepare the signage in plain language, translate it into multiple languages, and make it available to city agencies. City agencies would conspicuously post the signage, and the MOIA commissioner would conduct outreach regarding the contents of the signage. The bill would take effect immediately. 
c. Int. 1272 
Int. 1272 would prohibit employers from using E-Verify or any other employment eligibility verification system to check the work authorization status of employees and job applicants who have not been offered employment, except when federally required. This bill would also require employers to post a notice of their enrollment in the E-Verify system in an area that is visible to both prospective and current employees. Employers additionally would be required to issue a tentative nonconfirmation notice to employees if they are not found within the E-Verify system. Any violations of this proposed legislation would result in a civil penalty of $10,000. The bill would take effect immediately. 
d. Int. 1412
Int. 1412 would bar federal immigration authorities from maintaining offices or quarters, for any purpose, on land over which DOC exercises jurisdiction. It would explicitly supersede any conflicting mayoral executive order or memorandum of understanding entered into by New York City. Finally, it would amend several definitions in the Ad Code to account for current immigration enforcement practices. The bill would take effect immediately. 


Proposed Int. No. 214-A
By Council Members Hanif, Krishnan, Powers, Restler, Avilés, Hudson, Brewer, Banks, Cabán, Nurse, Won, Abreu, Ossé, Sanchez, Williams, Marte, Gutiérrez, De La Rosa, Brannan, Ayala, Farías, Joseph, Salaam, Feliz, Bottcher, Brooks-Powers, Louis, Riley, Zhuang, Stevens and the Public Advocate (Mr. Williams) (in conjunction with the Brooklyn and Queens Borough Presidents)

..Title
A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to creating a private right of action related to civil immigration detainers and cooperation with federal immigration authorities
..Body

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:

2

1

Section 1.  Subdivision e of section 9-131 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended by local law number 228 for the year 2017, is amended to read as follows:
 e.   [No private] Private right of action. [Nothing contained in this section or in the administration or application hereof shall be construed as creating any private right of action on the part of any persons or entity against the city of New York or the department, or any official or employee thereof.] a. 1. The department, or any official or employee thereof who, under color of any law, ordinance, rule, regulation, custom or usage, subjects or causes to be subjected, including through failure to intervene, any other natural person to the deprivation of any right that is created, granted or protected by sections 4-210, 9-131, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code, is liable, to such person for legal or equitable relief or any other appropriate relief, regardless of where such action occurs.
2. Any person detained in violation of this section, or whose detention by federal immigration authorities resulted, in whole or in part, from prohibited disclosures or assistance,  or their direct relative, may make a claim pursuant to this section in a civil action in any court of competent jurisdiction by filing a complaint setting forth facts pertaining to the deprivation of any right created, granted or protected by sections 4-210, 9-131, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code and requesting such relief as such person considers necessary to insure the full enjoyment of such right.
3. This section does not limit or abrogate any claim or cause of action a person has under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule. Despite the availability of an alternative remedy under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule, the person has and maintains a private right of action pursuant to this section. Exhaustion of any administrative remedies is not required for a person to commence a civil action pursuant to this section. The remedies provided by this section are in addition to any other remedies that may be provided for under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule.
4. It is not a defense to liability pursuant to this section that the department, or any official or employee thereof has qualified immunity or any other substantially equivalent immunity.
5. In any civil action involving a claim made pursuant to sections 4-210, 9-131, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code, the department, or any official or employee thereof, a court shall, in addition to awarding any other relief, including declaratory, injunctive, or any other equitable relief, as such court determines to be appropriate:
(i) Award to a prevailing plaintiff on such claim any damages, including punitive damages, or at the election of such plaintiff, damages of $30,000; and
(ii) Award to such plaintiff reasonable attorney’s fees, court costs, expert fees, and any other litigation costs the court deems were reasonably incurred in maintaining such civil action. The court shall apply the hourly rate charged by attorneys of similar skill and experience litigating similar cases when it chooses to factor the hourly rate into an attorney’s fee award.
6. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in section 50-k of the general municipal law or any other provision of law, a person must make a claim pursuant to sections 4-210, 9-131, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code in a civil action within 4 years after the alleged deprivation of a right created, granted or protected by such sections occurred.
7. In the event that there is a detainer or request for information submitted by federal immigration authorities, the department must immediately notify the detained person and their counsel, if any. The department must also provide the person and their counsel, if any, with a copy of any detainer or request for information, as well as any accompanying information, issued by federal immigration authorities. The department must also provide a written record of all exchanges of information with federal immigration authorities in relation to such person, including but not limited to:
(i) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities to verify a National Crime Information Center (NCIC) match for an individual in the department’s custody;
(ii) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities about a person in the department’s custody to verify or request information and who initiated communication; and
(iii) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities to notify about an individual who falls within the “violent or serious felony conviction” definition under section 9-131.
§2. Subdivision e of section 14-154 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended by local law number 228 for the year 2017, is amended to read as follows:
 e.   [No private] Private right of action. [Nothing contained in this section or in the administration or application hereof shall be construed as creating any private right of action on the part of any persons or entity against the city of New York or the department, or any official or employee thereof.] a. 1. The department, or any official or employee thereof who, under color of any law, ordinance, rule, regulation, custom or usage, subjects or causes to be subjected, including through failure to intervene, any other natural person to the deprivation of any right that is created, granted or protected by sections 4-210, 14-154, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code, is liable, to such person for legal or equitable relief or any other appropriate relief, regardless of where such action occurs.
2. Any person detained in violation of this section, or whose detention by federal immigration authorities resulted, in whole or in part, from prohibited disclosures or assistance, or their direct relative, may make a claim pursuant to this section in a civil action in any court of competent jurisdiction by filing a complaint setting forth facts pertaining to the deprivation of any right created, granted or protected by sections 4-210, 14-154, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code and requesting such relief as such person considers necessary to insure the full enjoyment of such right.
3. This section does not limit or abrogate any claim or cause of action a person has under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule. Despite the availability of an alternative remedy under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule, the person has and maintains a private right of action pursuant to this section. Exhaustion of any administrative remedies is not required for a person to commence a civil action pursuant to this section. The remedies provided by this section are in addition to any other remedies that may be provided for under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule.
4. It is not a defense to liability pursuant to this section that the department, or any official or employee thereof has qualified immunity or any other substantially equivalent immunity.
5. In any civil action involving a claim made pursuant to sections 4-210, 14-154, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code, the department, or any official or employee thereof, a court shall, in addition to awarding any other relief, including declaratory, injunctive, or any other equitable relief, as such court determines to be appropriate:
(i) Award to a prevailing plaintiff on such claim any damages, including punitive damages, or at the election of such plaintiff, damages of $30,000; and
(ii) Award to such plaintiff reasonable attorney’s fees, court costs, expert fees, and any other litigation costs the court deems were reasonably incurred in maintaining such civil action. The court shall apply the hourly rate charged by attorneys of similar skill and experience litigating similar cases when it chooses to factor the hourly rate into an attorney’s fee award.
6. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in section 50-k of the general municipal law or any other provision of law, a person must make a claim pursuant to sections 4-210, 14-154, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code in a civil action within 4 years after the alleged deprivation of a right created, granted or protected by such sections occurred.
7. In the event that there is a detainer or request for information submitted by federal immigration authorities, the department must immediately notify the detained person and their counsel, if any. The department must also provide the person and their counsel, if any, with a copy of any detainer or request for information, as well as any accompanying information, issued by federal immigration authorities. The department must also provide a written record of all exchanges of information with federal immigration authorities in relation to such person, including but not limited to:
(i) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities to verify a National Crime Information Center (NCIC) match for an individual in the department’s custody;
(ii) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities about a person in the department’s custody to verify or request information and who initiated communication; and
(iii) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities to notify about an individual who falls within the “violent or serious felony conviction” definition under section 14-154.
§3. Subdivision e of section 9-205 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended by local law number 228 for the year 2017, is amended to read as follows:
 e.   [No private] Private right of action. [Nothing contained in this section or in the administration or application hereof shall be construed as creating any private right of action on the part of any persons or entity against the city of New York or the department, or any official or employee thereof.] a. 1. The  department, or any official or employee thereof who, under color of any law, ordinance, rule, regulation, custom or usage, subjects or causes to be subjected, including through failure to intervene, any other natural person to the deprivation of any right that is created, granted or protected by sections 4-210, 9-205, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code, is liable, to such person for legal or equitable relief or any other appropriate relief, regardless of where such action occurs.
2. Any person detained in violation of this section, or whose detention by federal immigration authorities resulted, in whole or in part, from prohibited disclosures or assistance, or their direct relative, may make a claim pursuant to this section in a civil action in any court of competent jurisdiction by filing a complaint setting forth facts pertaining to the deprivation of any right created, granted or protected by sections 4-210, 9-205, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code and requesting such relief as such person considers necessary to insure the full enjoyment of such right.
3. This section does not limit or abrogate any claim or cause of action a person has under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule. Despite the availability of an alternative remedy under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule, the person has and maintains a private right of action pursuant to this section. Exhaustion of any administrative remedies is not required for a person to commence a civil action pursuant to this section. The remedies provided by this section are in addition to any other remedies that may be provided for under common law or pursuant to any other law or rule. 
4. It is not a defense to liability pursuant to this section that the department, or any official or employee thereof has qualified immunity or any other substantially equivalent immunity.
5. In any civil action involving a claim made pursuant to sections 4-210, 9-205, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code, the department, or any official or employee thereof, a court shall, in addition to awarding any other relief, including declaratory, injunctive, or any other equitable relief, as such court determines to be appropriate:
(i) Award to a prevailing plaintiff on such claim any damages, including punitive damages, or at the election of such plaintiff, damages of $30,000; and
(ii) Award to such plaintiff reasonable attorney’s fees, court costs, expert fees, and any other litigation costs the court deems were reasonably incurred in maintaining such civil action. The court shall apply the hourly rate charged by attorneys of similar skill and experience litigating similar cases when it chooses to factor the hourly rate into an attorney’s fee award.
6. Notwithstanding any provision to the contrary in section 50-k of the general municipal law or any other provision of law, a person must make a claim pursuant to sections 4-210, 9-205, 10-178, or 23-1202 of the administrative code in a civil action within 4 years after the alleged deprivation of a right created, granted or protected by such sections occurred.
7. In the event that there is a detainer or request for information submitted by federal immigration authorities, the department must immediately notify the detained person and their counsel, if any. The department must also provide the person and their counsel, if any, with a copy of any detainer or request for information, as well as any accompanying information, issued by federal immigration authorities. The department must also provide a written record of all exchanges of information with federal immigration authorities in relation to such person, including but not limited to:
(i) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities to verify a National Crime Information Center (NCIC) match for an individual under the department’s supervision;
(ii) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities about a person under supervision to verify or request information and who initiated communication; and
(iii) the number of times the department communicated with federal immigration authorities to notify about an individual under supervision who falls within the “violent or serious felony conviction” definition under section 9-205.
§4. This local law takes effect 60 days after it becomes law.

Session 13
LS #8441
1/11/24

Session 12
IP
LS #8441
4/8/22 2:20pm














This page intentionally left blank

Int. No. 1268

By Council Members Avilés, Cabán, Hanif, Banks, Hudson, Restler and Louis

..Title
A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to signage describing certain constitutional and legal protections.
..Body

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:


2

29

Section 1. Subchapter 1 of chapter 1 of title 3 of the administrative code of the city of New York is amended by adding a new section 3-196 to read as follows: 
§ 3-196. a. Definitions. As used in this chapter, the following terms have the following meanings:
City property. The term “city property” has the same meaning as set forth in section 4-210.
Covered agencies. The term “covered agencies” has the same meaning as set forth in section 23-1101.
Designated citywide languages. The term “designated citywide languages” has the same meaning as set forth in section 23-1101. 
Temporary languages. The term “temporary languages” has the same meaning as set forth in section 23-1105.
b. No later than August 31, 2025, the commissioner of the mayor’s office of immigrant affairs, in consultation with the law department of the city of New York, shall develop signage that clearly describes the legal protections enacted in sections 4-210, 10-178, 21-977, and 23-1202. The signage shall also clearly identify examples of nonpublic areas of city property and list the rights individuals may invoke when interacting with federal immigration authorities pursuant to the fourth amendment of the constitution of the United States. The commissioner of the mayor’s office of immigrant affairs shall produce the signage in plain, simple, and age-appropriate language. The commissioner of the mayor’s office of immigrant affairs shall prepare the signage in English, the designated citywide languages, and temporary languages. The commissioner of the mayor’s office of immigrant affairs shall make the signage available to covered agencies as well as the New York city department of education.
c. No later than September 30, 2025, covered agencies shall conspicuously post the signage described in subdivision b of this section in at least one centralized location in each city property housing a covered agency. Covered agencies shall clearly identify which areas of a specific property are non-public and shall post signage stating that individuals may not enter areas beyond the public areas unless accompanied or invited by a staff member of the covered agency. No later than September 30, 2025, the New York city department of education shall make the signage described in subdivision b of this section available (i) in the main or central office of each school; (ii) on each school’s individual website, if available; (iii) on the department’s website; and (iv) on any online portal for students and parents. 
d. No later than September 30, 2025, the commissioner of the mayor’s office of immigrant affairs shall conduct community outreach and education efforts related to the contents of the signage described in subdivision b of this section. Community outreach and education efforts  shall include but not be limited to distributing outreach materials at registration sites for the New York city identity card, humanitarian emergency response and relief centers, emergency shelters, respite centers, asylum seeker resource navigation centers and via LinkNYC kiosks.
e. No later than October 31, 2025, each covered agency shall report to the mayor’s office of immigrant affairs that the covered agency has posted the required signage. No later than November 30, 2025, and every five years thereafter, the mayor’s office of immigrant affairs shall provide to the Speaker of the Council a report reflecting which covered agencies have posted the required signage. 
§ 2. This local law takes effect immediately.
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Int. No. 1272

By Council Members Hanif, Sanchez, Cabán, Marte, Gutiérrez, Nurse, De La Rosa, Banks, Restler, Louis and the Public Advocate (Mr. Williams)
 
..Title
A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to restricting employers from using E-Verify or any other employment eligibility verification system to check the employment authorization status of an employee or an applicant who has not been offered employment
..Body

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:
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Section 1. Title 20 of the administrative code of the city of New York is amended by adding a new chapter 16 to read as follows:
CHAPTER 16
EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION
§ 20-1601 Definitions. As used in this chapter, the term “E-Verify” means the federal electronic employment system that allows employers to determine the eligibility of their employees to work in the United States.
§ 20-1602 Restrictions on use of employment eligibility verification systems. a. Prohibition; exception. Except as required by federal law or as a condition of receiving federal funds, it is unlawful for an employer or any other person or entity to use E-Verify or any other employment eligibility verification system to check the employment authorization status of an employee or an applicant who has not been offered employment at a time or in a manner not required under subsection (b) of section 1324a of title 8 of the United States code or not authorized under any federal agency memorandum of understanding governing the use of E-Verify. Nothing in this section shall prohibit an employer from using E-Verify or any other employment verification system in accordance with federal law to check the employment authorization status of a person who has been offered employment.
b. Notice. An employer shall post a notice in the form prescribed by the United States department of homeland security indicating that the employer is enrolled in the E-Verify program in a prominent place that is clearly visible to both employees and prospective employees. 
c. Tentative nonconfirmation notice. Upon using the federal E-Verify system to check the employment authorization status of a person, if an employer receives a tentative nonconfirmation issued by the United States social security administration or the United States department of homeland security which indicates the information entered in E-Verify did not match federal records, the employer shall comply with the required employee notification procedures under any memorandum of understanding governing the use of E-Verify. As soon as practicable, the employer shall furnish to the employee any notification issued by the United States social security administration or the United States department of homeland security containing information specific to the employee’s E-Verify case or any tentative nonconfirmation notice.
d. Penalties. An employer who violates this section is liable for a civil penalty of $10,000 for each violation of this section. Each unlawful use of E-Verify or any other employment eligibility verification system on an employee or applicant constitutes a separate violation. 
§ 2. This local law takes effect immediately. 

PS
LS #11897
3/5/25 11:00AM























This page intentionally left blank 

Int. No. 1412

By Council Members Cabán, Abreu, Avilés, Nurse, Hanif, Ossé, Marte, De La Rosa, Hudson, Sanchez, Bottcher, Banks, Brewer, Powers, Restler, Ayala, Brannan, Krishnan, Riley, Farías, Feliz, Gutiérrez, Won, Dinowitz, Brooks-Powers, Louis, Menin, Lee, Williams, Stevens, Joseph, Salamanca, Salaam, Moya and the Public Advocate (Mr. Williams) (in conjunction with the Brooklyn Borough President)

..Title
A Local Law to amend the administrative code of the city of New York, in relation to redefining terms concerning immigration enforcement to account for current enforcement practices, and prohibiting the maintenance of an office or quarters on property under the jurisdiction of the department of correction by federal immigration authorities
..Body

Be it enacted by the Council as follows:


42

41

Section 1. Paragraph 4 of subdivision a of section 9-131 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number 58 for the year 2014, is amended to read as follows:
4. “Federal immigration authorities” shall mean any officer[,] or employee of, or person otherwise paid by or acting as an agent of [United States immigration and customs enforcement or any division thereof or any other officer, employee or person otherwise paid by or acting as an agent of the United States department of homeland security who is charged with enforcement of the civil provisions of the immigration and nationality act] or working in collaboration with, the federal government, whose duties include, in whole or in part: (i) enforcement of the civil provisions of the immigration and nationality act; (ii) enforcement of any provision of federal law, including but not limited to chapter 3 of title 50 of the United States code and section 1459 of title 19 of the United States code, that penalizes a person being found in, or a person’s presence in, failure to depart from, entry into, or reentry into, the United States; (iii) enforcement of any provision of federal law that relates to the registration, travel document, or supervision requirements contained in the immigration and nationality act; or (iv) implementation of any other provision of law used as a proxy for such enforcement.
§ 2. Subdivision d of section 9-131 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number 62 for the year 2011, is amended to read as follows:
d. No conflict with existing law. This [local law] section supersedes all conflicting mayoral executive orders and memoranda of understanding entered into by the city, as well as all conflicting policies, rules, procedures, and practices of the city [of New York]. Nothing in this [local law] section shall be construed to prohibit any city agency from cooperating with federal immigration authorities when required under federal law. Nothing in this [local law] section shall be interpreted or applied so as to create any power, duty, or obligation in conflict with any federal or state law.
§ 3. Paragraph 2 of subdivision h of section 9-131 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number 58 for the year 2014, is amended to read as follows:
2. Federal immigration authorities shall not be permitted to maintain an office or quarters on land over which the department exercises jurisdiction, for [the] any purpose [of investigating possible violations of civil immigration law; provided, however, that the mayor may, by executive order, authorize federal immigration authorities to maintain an office or quarters on such land for purposes unrelated to the enforcement of civil immigration laws].
§ 4. The definition of “immigration enforcement” in subdivision a of section 10-178 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number 228 for the year 2017, is amended to read as follows:
Immigration enforcement. The term “immigration enforcement” means the enforcement of [any] the civil [provision] provisions of the immigration and nationality act [and]; enforcement of any provision of [such] federal law, including but not limited to chapter 3 of title 50 of the United States code and section 1459 of title 19 of the United States code, that penalizes a person being found in, or a person’s presence in, failure to depart from, entry into, or reentry into, the United States; enforcement of any provision of federal law that relates to the registration, travel document, or supervision requirements contained in the immigration and nationality act; and implementation of any provision of law used as a proxy for such enforcement.
§ 5. Subdivision b of section 10-178 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as added by local law number 228 for the year 2017, is amended to read as follows:
b. No agency shall subject its officers or employees to the direction and supervision of the secretary of homeland security or the head of any non-local law enforcement agency primarily in furtherance of immigration enforcement.
§ 6. Paragraph 3 of subdivision a of section 14-154 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended by local law number 59 for the year 2014, is amended to read as follows:
3. “Federal immigration authorities” shall mean any officer[,] or employee, or person otherwise paid by or acting as an agent of [United States immigration and customs enforcement or any division thereof or any other officer, employee or person otherwise paid by or acting as an agent of the United States department of homeland security who is charged with enforcement of the civil provisions of the immigration and nationality act] or working in collaboration with, the federal government, whose duties include, in whole or in part: (i) enforcement of the civil provisions of the immigration and nationality act; (ii) enforcement of any provision of federal law, including but not limited to chapter 3 of title 50 of the United States code and section 1459 of title 19 of the United States code, that penalizes a person being found in, or a person’s presence in, failure to depart from, entry into, or reentry into, the United States; (iii) enforcement of any provision of federal law that relates to the registration, travel document, or supervision requirements contained in the immigration and nationality act; or (iv) implementation of any other provision of law used as a proxy for such enforcement.
§ 7. Subdivision d of section 14-154 of the administrative code of the city of New York, as amended by local law number 59 for the year 2014, is amended to read as follows:
d. No conflict with existing law. This [local law] section supersedes all conflicting policies, rules, procedures, and practices of the city [of New York]. Nothing in this [local law] section shall be construed to prohibit any city agency from cooperating with federal immigration authorities when required under federal law. Nothing in this local law shall be interpreted or applied so as to create any power, duty, or obligation in conflict with any federal or state law.
§ 8. This local law takes effect immediately.
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