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$1.7 billion per year
VIRGINIA’S ILLEGAL IMMIGRANT POPULATION COSTS

STATE TAXPAYERS NEARLY $1.7 BILLION PER YEAR.

V
irginia has a rapidly growing illegal alien pop-

ulation of about 295,000 persons, nearly

tripling since 2000.1 Since 2000, the state’s for-

eign-born population has grown by 46.5 per-

cent while its native-born population has

grown by 6.5 percent. Similarly, public school enroll-

ment of students who require special instruction in

English has also soared, rising by nearly 175 percent

over the last decade.

Virginia’s illegal alien population represents a major

burden on the state’s taxpayers and on the state

budget. These costs imposed on law-abiding Virgini-

ans are unfair and unwelcome even in the best of

times, but are especially burdensome at a time when

the state is confronting a major general fund budget

deficit of $1.1 billion.2

In 2008, the foreign-born population in Virginia rep-

resented nearly one in every nine residents (10.8%),3

and illegal aliens constitute about one-third (34%) of

that immigrant population. Children with at least one

immigrant parent accounted for 8.7 percent of the

population in 1990, 13.2 percent in 2000, and 17.6

percent of children under age 18 in 2007.4

Virginia’s illegal immigrant population costs the state’s

taxpayers nearly $1.7 billion per year for education,

medical care and incarceration. The annual fiscal bur-

den amounts to about $625 per Virginia household

headed by a native-born resident. Even if the estimated

taxes collected from illegal immigrant workers are

treated as an offset to this fiscal cost — which, as we

explain later, makes little sense — net outlays still

amount to about $1.5 billion per year.

This information fills a gap noted by the Governor’s

Commission on Immigration, established in 2007. Its

stated purpose was to study “…the costs and benefits

of immigration on the Commonwealth…Specifically,

…the impact of immigration on education, health

care, law enforcement, local demands for services and

the economy…” However, the Commission con-

cluded in its January 2009 report that, “Unfortunately,

the resources and time restrictions of the Commission

were not conducive to a data analysis of this scope [re-

ferring to the Texas Comptroller’s Report on the fiscal

impact of illegal aliens].”5 The Commission did, how-

ever, have the resources and time to obtain an estimate

of the taxes paid by illegal aliens prepared by The

Commonwealth Institute. These estimates showed

$145 to $174 million in tax collections, but ignored
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the other side of the fiscal equation, i.e., the cost of

state services used by the same population.6

In addition to the fiscal cost estimates in this study,

there are additional costs associated with illegal immi-

gration that should be kept in mind by policymakers

when they focus on this fiscal cost burden. Foreign re-

mittances sent abroad by the illegal alien population

also constitute a major drain on the state’s economy.

The Inter-American Development Bank estimated

that remittances from Virginia just to Latin America

amounted to more than $1.1 billion in 2006. If this

amount had been earned by American workers, it

would have been spent locally, and it would have gen-

erated sales, production and jobs in the state as well as

increased tax collection.

The nearly $1.7 billion dollars in costs incurred by

Virginia taxpayers annually result from outlays in the

following areas:

• Education

Based on estimates of the illegal immigrant population

in Virginia and documented costs of K-12 schooling,

Virginians spend nearly $1.56 billion annually on ed-

ucation for about 95,000 children of illegal aliens.

About 70,000 children of illegal aliens are in special

English instruction classes, costing the taxpayer an es-

timated $440 million. Nearly eight percent of the K-

12 public school students in Virginia are children of

illegal aliens, and nearly three-fourths of them are in

Northern Virginia public schools.

• Health Care

Taxpayer-funded, unreimbursed medical outlays for

health care provided to the state’s illegal alien popula-

tion amount to nearly $100 million a year.

• Incarceration

The cost of incarcerating illegal aliens in Virginia’s

state, county, and independent city prisons amounts

to more than $45 million a year — not including re-

lated law enforcement and judicial expenses or the

monetary costs of the crimes that led to the incarcer-

ation.

Some state and local taxes are received from illegal im-

migrants — even from those working off the books.

But, those same tax collections, or more likely an in-

creased amount, would occur if the jobs were done by

legal workers. So, unless it is assumed that no legal

U.S. or immigrant or foreign guestworker would do

the jobs now done by illegal workers, it makes little

sense to consider this a true offset to the tax burden.

The estimated amount of the taxes currently collected

from the illegal workers is about $188 million per year.

The fiscal costs of illegal immigration to Virginia’s tax-

payers do not end with these three major cost areas.

They would be considerably higher if other cost areas

such as assistance programs for needy families or wel-

fare benefits for American workers displaced by illegal

alien workers were included in the calculation.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .



While the primary responsibility for combating illegal

immigration rests with the federal government, there

are many measures that state and local governments

can take to combat the problem. Virginians should not

be expected to assume this already large and growing

burden from illegal immigration simply because local

businesses or other special interests benefit from being

able to employ lower cost workers. The federal gov-

ernment has provided tools to state and local govern-

ments to assist in combating the influx of illegal

residents. The state can use these tools to systemati-

cally collect information on illegal alien use of tax-

payer-funded services and to identify employers of

illegal workers. With greater information, policy mak-

ers are better prepared to work cooperatively with the

federal government to locate and deport criminal

aliens and absconders and to hold employers account-

able if they break the law by hiring illegal workers.

Nine Virginia jurisdictions have entered into cooper-

ative agreements with the federal government for train-

ing state law enforcement personnel in immigration

law so as to be able to work in tandem with federal

immigration authorities to identify and remove de-

portable illegal aliens.7 The program — known as

287(g) for the immigration law section that authorizes

it — provides an example for other counties with

growing problems with illegal immigration. Other ju-

risdictions are working cooperatively with immigra-

tion officials to combat gangs that recruit illegal aliens.

Virginia changed its driver’s license procedures fol-

lowing evidence that several of the terrorists involved

in the September 11, 2001 attacks had obtained Vir-

ginia driver’s licenses based on fraudulent claims of

Virginia residence. The change also had the effect of

denying licenses to illegal aliens.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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I N T R O D U C T I O N

B A C K G R O U N D

Virginia had the nation’s twelfth highest number of il-

legal immigrants in its population in 2000 according

to the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS),

now part of the Department of Homeland Security

(DHS). The official estimate was that there were

103,000 aliens residing illegally in the state, which was

slightly less than five percent of the country’s total il-

legal alien population.8 The federal government’s esti-

mate of illegal aliens represented about 1.5 percent of

the state’s population.

FAIR’s estimate of Virginia’s current illegal alien pop-

ulation is 295,000 persons, about 3.8 percent of the

state’s total population. That is the 10th largest state

total.

In addition to the estimated illegal alien population,
there were about 19,400 persons (10,200 long-term
illegal residents and 9,200 illegal agricultural workers)
who formerly were part of Virginia’s illegal alien pop-
ulation, but were given legal residence as a result of the
1986 amnesty.9 That was the 14th largest concentra-
tion of illegal aliens in the country at that time. There
have been many other illegal aliens since 1986 who
have also received legal residence under other amnesty
provisions, especially ones that benefited Central
American illegal aliens. In this fashion, the state’s pop-
ulation of former illegal aliens has grown, and the in-
creased flow of new illegal aliens has tended to mirror
the composition of those who previously received legal
status through amnesty, i.e. Mexicans, Salvadorans and
other Central Americans.
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I D E N T I F Y I N G T H E C O S T S O F I L L E G A L I M M I G R AT I O N

Not only has Virginia’s illegal alien population grown

rapidly, the overall foreign-born population has shot

up since the 1965 change in U.S. immigration law.

The foreign-born population has increased from

slightly more than 72,000 in 1970 to more than

835,000 today. In 1970, the foreign-born population

was 1.6 percent of the total population. In 2008, it is

10.8 percent of the population.

This study looks at the fiscal costs to the state associ-

ated with illegal immigration. It does not look at the

goods and services produced by illegal alien workers,

i.e., their economic contribution, as it may be assumed

that if the work is essential, and illegal immigrants

were unavailable, the work would be done by legal

workers. Similarly, this study does not include the dis-

placement costs incurred as a result of legal workers

who are laid off or fail to get a job as a result of the

hiring of illegal workers willing to work for lower

wages. Those costs, which would include unemploy-

ment compensation, welfare outlays, lost taxes, etc.,

are real, but difficult to quantify.

Recognition by the federal government of the fact that

illegal immigration represents a fiscal burden may be

seen in the fact that the Congress has authorized and

appropriated funds to assist states and local govern-

ments with uncompensated medical expenses and in-

carceration of illegal immigrants.

The costs of illegal immigration are both quantifiable

and non-quantifiable. Because data on illegal immi-

gration generally are not collected, even quantifiable

costs must be educated estimates.

The absence of recorded data on illegal alien enroll-

ment in school, use of taxpayer-supported medical

care, and other public services is not accidental. It is

due in large part to the efforts of service providers, civil

libertarians, business interests and immigrant support

groups to thwart data collection efforts in order to

keep these costs hidden from the taxpayers who must

pay for them. An example of these efforts to keep the

costs of services to illegal aliens hidden may be seen in

the record of opposition by health care providers, civil

libertarians and illegal immigrant advocacy groups to

a proposed requirement that emergency health care

providers collect and provide information on the cost

of care provided to illegal alien patients in order to re-

ceive federal compensation. These groups went on

record to oppose the data collection requirement, and

the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

subsequently dropped its proposed regulation.10

There are a number of fiscal costs of illegal immigra-

tion that are outside the scope of this study. Some of

them are:

• Law enforcement costs associated with general
crime prevention and enforcement operations,
misdemeanor offenses, prosecution, indigent de-
fense, adult probation, juvenile probation, etc.

• Providing illegal aliens services such as foreign lan-
guage interpretation and translation, especially in
the health care, law enforcement and judicial sys-
tems.

• Parental liaison, translation at PTA and other
school meetings, and newsletters prepared in for-
eign languages for the school-age children of ille-
gal aliens.

• Increased insurance rates resulting from crimes



295,000 illegal residents
FAIR’S ESTIMATE OF THE ILLEGAL ALIEN POPULATION IN VIRGINIA IN 2008 IS 295,000 PERSONS.

IT IS THE NATION’S TENTH LARGEST CONCENTRATION OF ILLEGAL ALIENS.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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perpetrated by illegal immigrants, especially prop-
erty loss and auto theft.

• Autopsies and burial of indigent illegal aliens.

• Time lost from congestion, and property value loss
in areas where illegal aliens congregate to seek day
jobs.

Non-economic costs, which are also worth noting, in-

clude issues such as a learning environment hampered

by illegal alien students with limited English language

proficiency. Other examples include inconvenience re-

sulting from waiting to receive medical attention

where illegal aliens contribute to congestion in the

emergency admissions offices of public hospitals, and

the closure of emergency rooms due to the over-

whelming uncompensated costs. Social cohesion may

be strained by having to cope with increasingly en-

countered communications barriers, and rising income

inequality associated with immigration. Finally, eroded

respect for the law is demonstrated when an increasing

share of the population lives illegally in the country.

This is magnified when law enforcement officers are

required to ignore this law breaking, when employers

illegally hire unauthorized workers, and when many

of those workers are in the underground economy.

SIZE OF THE ILLEGAL IMMIGRANT POPULATION

The large number of Central Americans residing in

Northern Virginia with Temporary Protected Status

(TPS) — a designation that does not qualify them as

refugees, but which protects them from deportation

and provides them with work permits — complicates

estimates of the illegal alien population. Although no

data are available to establish how many of the recipi-

ents of TPS were illegally here before they became el-

igible for that status in February 2001, it is likely that

virtually all of the beneficiaries who are still here were

illegally in the country when destructive hurricanes hit

parts of Central America.11 FAIR considers these per-

sons to be part of the illegal alien population because

they are unlikely to return to their homeland volun-

tarily when TPS lapses, and they will instead revert to

their former illegal status.

The estimate of the INS — before it merged into the

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) — that

there were 103,000 illegal aliens in Virginia, based on

the 2000 Census, excluded those onTPS status. It also

excluded illegal aliens in the country for less than one

year. The overall estimate of the illegal alien population

of the country by DHS has increased significantly

since then — by nearly two-thirds.

FAIR’s estimate of the illegal alien population in

Virginia in 2008 is 295,000 persons. This repre-

sents 2.3 percent of the estimated national illegal

alien population, and it is the nation’s tenth largest

concentration of illegal aliens.
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. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

BASED ON OUR ESTIMATE OF VIRGINIA’S ILLEGAL ALIEN POPULATION, THE ILLEGAL

ALIEN POPULATION IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS IS LIKELY TO BE ABOUT 26,000 STUDENTS.

SIZE OF THE ILLEGAL IMMIGRANT K-12

STUDENT POPULATION

The U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) released

a report in 2004 on difficulties in estimating state costs

of illegal alien school children. It noted that data on

legal status are not collected by most school systems,

and that makes providing a precise estimate of the il-

legal alien population in public schools currently not

possible.12 The study’s conclusion did not mean, how-

ever, that estimates of the costs are inappropriate or in-

valid. The artificial barriers against collecting accurate

data on the number of illegal aliens in public schools

necessitates that the cost estimates in this study are

necessarily ballpark estimates done for the purpose of

increasing awareness of the general magnitude of the

burden borne by Virginia’s taxpayers because of illegal

immigration.

FAIR released in 2005 an estimate of the cost of Vir-

ginia’s public education of children of illegal aliens.13 In

that study, the annual cost to Virginians was estimated

to be $452.9 million, with about two-fifths of that

amount due to students who were illegal aliens and the

remainder due to U.S.-born children of illegal aliens.

That estimate was based on an average annual school

cost of $8,161 per student and an estimate of 23,120

illegal alien students and 32, 370 U.S.-born children

of illegal aliens. That calculation did not include the

additional costs of remedial and special English in-

struction. Because of the rapidly rising illegal alien

population in the state and the rising costs of K-12 ed-

ucation, those costs today are significantly higher. A

recent study by the Pew Hispanic Center estimated

that there are now nearly three times as many children

born here to illegal immigrant parents as children who

are illegally in the United States (4 million compared

to 1.5 million).14 As many as three-quarters of the chil-

dren of illegal aliens are likely to be enrolled in kinder-

garten through secondary public schooling. Moreover,

of the one-quarter not of school age, most are below

school age and will enter the system within a few years.

In estimating the size of the illegal alien student pop-

ulation in the state’s public schools, we have used our

estimate of the illegal alien population in the state and

the assumptions of the Pew study with regard to the

balance between U.S.-born and foreign-born children

of illegal aliens.

Based on our estimate of Virginia’s illegal alien

population, the illegal alien population in public

schools is likely to be about 26,000 students.

That estimate of the illegal immigrant student popu-

lation does not include the U.S.-born children of ille-

gal aliens. They too, however, would not be in the

Virginia public school system were it not for the ille-

gal presence of their parents, and the cost of educating

them is also a fiscal burden resulting from illegal im-

migration.15

Again using the assumption in the Pew study and

our estimate of the illegal alien population, we es-

timate that there likely are an additional 69,200

P U B L I C S C H O O L E D U C AT I O N A L O U T L AY S
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children of illegal immigrants in Virginia’s schools.

The combined 95,200 children of illegal aliens in

public schools represent more than eight percent of

the state’s total K-12 public school enrollment.

COSTS OF EDUCATING THE CHILDREN OF

ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) data

indicate that annual educational costs per pupil in Vir-

ginia rose to a level of $10,214 in 2007.16 Adjusting for

inflation, the present per student annual expenditure

is likely to be about $10,900. As the authors of a 1994

Urban Institute study of the fiscal costs of illegal im-

migration explained, “We believe that undocumented

aliens are more likely than other students to live in

urban areas where per student expenses are relatively

high.”17 That assessment is borne out in data showing

current expenditures in Fairfax County are $13,34018

As about half of the state’s foreign-born population re-

sides in Fairfax County, and about four-fifths reside in

Northern Virginia, we use the higher per pupil cost

for Northern Virginia students and an adjusted aver-

age cost of $9,350 for students in the rest of the state.

The NCES data for the average per capita educational

expense of K-12 public schooling in Virginia parsed

that expenditure into the sources of funding. It found

that a majority (52%) of funding was local, the sec-

ond largest source was state funding (41.6%) and the

remainder came from the federal government (6.4%)

As this study focuses only on the in-state fiscal costs,

we reduce the average expenditure to eliminate the fed-

eral funding. This leaves a per pupil average annual

cost of $12,500 in Northern Virginia and $8,750 else-

where.

K-12 COSTS FOR CHILDREN OF ILLEGAL ALIENS ($ millions)

Illegal
Number Cost @ Outlay U.S.-Born

Number Cost @ Outlay Total

No. Virginia 20,800 $12,500 $260.0 55,400 $12,500 $692.5 $952.5

Other 5,200 $8,750 $45.5 13,800 $8,750 $120.8 $166.3

Total 26,000 $305.5 69,200 $813.3 $1,118.8

ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION COSTS

Enrollment in Limited English Proficiency (LEP)

classes in Virginia was 84,344 students in the 2008-

09 school year according to the Virginia Department

of Education.19 That enrollment was 174 percent

higher than ten years earlier. By comparison, the rate

of increase in all K-12 public school students over the

same period was 6.8 percent. If it were not for the

surge in non-English speaking students, who may be

presumed to be mostly children of the foreign-born

population, the state’s public school enrollment would

have increased by a still much smaller amount — two

percent — over that period.

LEP enrollment is concentrated in Northern Virginia.

The four school systems with the largest numbers of

LEP students in 2008 were Fairfax — enrollment of

32,857 students, Prince William — 13,404 students,

Arlington — 4,981 students, and Loudoun — 4,250

students, i.e., nearly two-thirds of the state’s total.20

Note that the estimated size of the LEP enrollment is
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$1.56 billion taxpayer expense
THE TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF SCHOOLING FOR THE CHILDREN OF ILLEGAL ALIENS IS

APPROXIMATELY $1.56 BILLION DOLLARS.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

smaller than the size of the population of children of

illegal aliens. Not all LEP (or English Language

Learner — ELL) students are children of illegal aliens,

but most of them presumably are.21 With the excep-

tion of children of refugees, the children of immigrants

legally admitted for permanent residence are likely to

already speak English because the parents lived in the

United States as nonimmigrants, or prepared for years

to immigrate to the United States, or arrived from

countries where English is taught in the schools.22

The number of children of illegal aliens in LEP classes

is smaller than the number of children of illegal aliens

attending school for two reasons. First, some students

graduate out of special English classes every year into

the regular curriculum. Second, children of illegal

aliens born and raised in the United States are less

likely to need such assistance. For that reason, we es-

timate that slightly more than four-fifths of all LEP

students are the children of illegal aliens and that more

than nine-tenths of illegal alien students are in LEP

classes, but less than two-thirds of U.S.-born children

of illegal aliens are similarly in LEP classes.

COST OF ENGLISH INSTRUCTION FOR THE

CHILDREN OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS

A 2004 report by the U.S. Government Accountabil-

ity Office (GAO) estimated that the costs associated

with English language instruction for limited English

speakers adds significantly to the cost of normal in-

struction. The GAO noted:

“Bringing ELL-enrolled children up to the grade level
of same age non-ELL-enrolled children has been es-
timated to potentially increase costs by an additional
10 to 100 percent over usual per pupil costs; for stu-
dents living in poverty (independent of ELL pro-
grams), the corresponding range of estimates is 20 to
100 percent. Bringing students characterized by both
poverty and limited English proficiency up to average
levels of achievement could potentially increase aver-
age costs by a larger amount—perhaps 30 to 200 per-
cent over average per pupil costs.”23

That implies a very broad range. In the case of Vir-

ginia, it implies an annual per pupil additional cost of

ELL instruction of between $1,020 and $20,400, ex-

cluding federal support.

ELL per pupil cost data for Fairfax County, the loca-

tion of nearly two-fifths of all ELL students in the

state, put the per pupil outlay for fiscal year 2008 at

$3,538.24 Other jurisdictions in Northern Virginia

have higher outlays than Fairfax County. Nevertheless,

because Fairfax county has the largest number of ELL

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY ENROLLMENT
(in thousands)
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students, we use that expenditure for Northern Vir-

ginia students in ELL programs. ELL expenditures in

the rest of the state are lower, and we use a propor-

tionately reduced ELL per pupil average outlay for the

rest of the state.

That level of outlay is, however, only the part of the

costs funded by the county. As noted above, a smaller,

but significant, share of funding is provided by the

state. Other funding that is provided by the federal

government is ignored in this study. The average state

contribution is estimated to be about four-fifths of the

local funding. The combined outlays average about

$6,370 per student per year in Northern Virginia and

about $5,960 in the rest of the state.

Based on the assumption that about 92 percent of

the school aged illegal aliens are in LEP classes, as

are about two-thirds of U.S.-born children of ille-

gal aliens, about four-fifths of all LEP students are

likely the children of illegal aliens.

LEP COST FOR CHILDREN OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS ($ millions)

Illegal
Number Cost @ Outlay U.S.-Born

Number Cost @ Outlay Total

No. Virginia 19,200 $6,370 $122.3 36,800 $6,370 $234.4 $356.7

Other 4,800 $5,960 $28.6 9,200 $5,960 $54.8 $83.4

Total 24,000 $150.9 46,000 $289.2 $440.1

As shown in the table below the total estimated cost of

schooling for the children of illegal aliens is approxi-

mately $1.56 billion dollars. The educational expen-

ditures are divided into regular K-12 schooling

(71.8%) and LEP instruction (28.2%) and into edu-

cation for illegal alien students (29.3%) and for the

U.S.-born children of illegal aliens (70.7%). The total

of both K-12 and LEP expenditures for the children of

illegal aliens are concentrated (84%) in Northern Vir-

ginia.

Some would argue that the cost of educating the U.S.-

born children of illegal aliens should be treated sepa-

rately from the cost of educating the children who are

TOTAL K-12 AND LEP EXPENDITURES ($ millions)

K-12

Illegal
Number Cost @ Outlay U.S.-Born

Number Cost @ Outlay Total

No. Virginia 20,800 $12,500 $260.0 55,400 $12,500 $692.5 $952.5

Other 5,200 $8,750 $45.5 13,800 $8,750 $120.8 $166.3

LEP
No. Virginia 19,200 $6,370 $122.3 36,800 $6,370 $234.4 $356.7

Other 4,800 $5,960 $28.6 9,200 $5,960 $54.8 $83.4

Total $456.4 $1,102.5 $1,558.9
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$14.4 million in emergency treatment
IN THE 2006 FISCAL YEAR, THE STATE ESTIMATED THAT OUTLAYS TO NONQUALIFIED [ILLEGAL

ALIEN] PATIENTS FOR EMERGENCY TREATMENT AMOUNTED TO $14.4 MILLION.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

illegal aliens themselves. However, these dual-citizen

children would not be in this country receiving the

benefits provided by the state’s taxpayers were it not

for the illegal presence of their parents. If the parents

leave or are deported, it is reasonable to assume that

the children will accompany them. The federal gov-

ernment provides for U.S.-born children to accom-

pany parents who are being deported.

There may also be some illegal alien students in the

state community college and university systems who

are receiving a taxpayer subsidized education. In our

2005 study, we estimated that additional costs in Vir-

ginia from this subsidy could amount to as much as

$38-49 million per year. As recently as 2008, Virginia

Tech, George Mason U., Old Dominion U., and Rad-

ford U. were said to be admitting illegal alien students,

albeit at out-of-state tuition rates.25 The costs of that

enrollment to the state’s taxpayers depends on the ex-

tent to which out-of-state tuition covers the full cost of

the education provided and whether the illegal alien

students are receiving discounts to that cost in terms of

work-fare opportunities and scholarships. In any case,

with a limit on enrollment in those schools, and many

enrollment applications rejected, it is clear that legal

Virginia residents are losing opportunities to illegal

alien students.

Again it should be kept in mind that there are other

educational expenditures not included in the $1.7 bil-

lion estimate. In addition to previously cited expendi-

tures for adult education English programs for, inter

alia, illegal aliens and post-secondary education en-

rollment, those include such expense as administrative

costs of dealing with non-English speaking parents

through notices that have to be translated into foreign

languages and interpreters used in parent-teacher con-

ferences.

E M E R G E N CY M E D I C A L O U T L AY S

EMERGENCY MEDICAL OUTLAYS

Estimates of the costs of uncompensated medical out-

lays are hampered by a lack of precise data. As the

GAO noted in a May 2004 report, “Hospitals gener-

ally do not collect information on their patients’ im-

migration status, and as a result, an accurate

assessment of undocumented aliens’ impact on hospi-

tals’ uncompensated care costs — those not paid by

patients or by insurance — remains elusive.”26

The costs of medical care related to illegal immigra-

tion take several different forms. They include:

• The emergency medical treatment that is not cov-
ered by Medicaid and is therefore a burden on the
state’s taxpayer.

• The emergency medical treatment that is covered
by Medicaid for deliveries to illegal alien mothers.

• Emergency and non-emergency medical attention
that is covered by Medicaid for the U.S.-born chil-
dren of illegal aliens.

• Medicaid expenses for the treatment of U.S. citi-
zens who have contracted diseases from illegal
aliens.
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Of these categories, only the first — emergency treat-

ment not covered by Medicaid — is generally dis-

cussed when considering the medical costs to the

taxpayer from illegal immigration. It is this expense

that led to the adoption of a federal program to com-

pensate states for these outlays. Although records are

not kept specifically on the emergency medical care

provided to illegal aliens, there are reasonably reliable

estimates of such costs because medical facilities pro-

viding such services collect data to establish whether

patients are eligible for Medicaid reimbursement and

— by default — those ineligible for Medicaid reim-

bursement are generally illegal aliens. If the patient

does not have a Social Security number, or has one that

proves to be false, it is likely that person is an illegal

alien. In the 2006 fiscal year, the state estimated that

outlays to nonqualified [illegal alien] patients for emer-

gency treatment amounted to $14.4 million.27 Both

the further growth in the illegal alien population and

generally higher costs will have increased such expen-

ditures to as much as $16 million currently. The fed-

eral government partially compensated states for their

expenses in a program that ended in 2008. In that year,

Virginia received a payment of $2,456,233.28 The out-

of-pocket expense from emergency medical treatment

was, therefore, approximately $13.5 million.

The emergency medical care paid for by Medicaid for

deliveries to illegal aliens represent the largest of the

Medicaid costs. They are paid for under the concept

that the medical service is being provided to the in-

fant, who is born a U.S. citizen.

“Federal law generally excludes undocumented im-
migrants, as well as legal immigrants who have been
in the United States less than 5 years, fromMedicaid
eligibility. These individuals can, however, receive
Medicaid coverage for emergency medical services

(Emergency Medicaid) if they belong to a Medicaid-
eligible category, such as children, pregnant women,
families with dependent children, elderly or disabled
individuals, and if they meet state income and resi-
dency requirements.”29

In Virginia, pregnant illegal aliens may receive taxpayer

funded treatment either under Medicaid — if their in-

come is not greater than 133 percent of the poverty

level — or under the state’s Family Access to Medical

Insurance Security (FAMIS) program which extends

coverage to persons up to 185 percent of the poverty

level. Our assumption is that virtually all births to il-

legal alien mothers will be financed either by the Med-

icaid emergency program or FAMIS.

The annual average number of births in Virginia since

2000 has been about 102,400, and we estimate that

slightly more than 22,000 of them have been to for-

eign-born women. About a third of those births are

likely to have been to illegal alien mothers, i.e., more

than 7,000 out of the about 30,000 Medicaid births

per year in the state. Data from other states indicate

that the average cost of an uncomplicated Medicaid

delivery is likely to be at least $10,000.30 Medicaid ex-

penditures in Virginia are split 50-50 between the state

and the federal government. Thus, the state’s share of

the cost of Medicaid births to illegal alien mothers is

half of the $70 million cost, i.e. $35 million.

It should be noted that the $35 million calculation as-

sumes that all of the births were funded in the emer-

gency Medicaid program. However, some of the births

to illegal alien mothers may not have qualified for

Medicaid coverage and were paid under the FAMIS

program and, therefore, represented a higher cost to

Virginia taxpayers. Without any basis for estimating

how many births to illegal aliens are FAMIS-funded,



12 | The Costs of Illegal Immigration to Virginians

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

the cost estimate does not include the possible higher

amount.

Expenses for Medicaid treatment of the U.S.-born

children of illegal aliens are likely to be proportionate

to the size of this population. Using the recent finding

of the Pew Hispanic Center regarding the relative size

of the population of U.S.-born children of illegal

aliens, we estimate the U.S.-born children of illegal

aliens in Virginia to be about 92,300 persons. As with

childbirth expenditures, we assume that virtually the

entire population of children of illegal aliens will be

eligible for Medicaid or FAMIS-funded medical at-

tention. Research establishes that the national outlay in

child medical expenses in 2003 was $67 billion.31 That

amounts to an average per child expenditure in 2003

of about $900. Adjusting for inflation, that current

cost is about $1,050 per child. For these U.S.-born

children of illegal aliens, average annual medical costs

would be about $97 million with half, i.e., $48.5 mil-

lion, paid by the Virginia taxpayer — or higher if paid

for in the FAMIS program.

No estimate is included of the medical costs associated

with diseases that may have resulted from the rapidly

rising presence of illegal aliens in the state. However, it

is worth keeping in mind that tuberculosis was virtu-

ally absent in Virginia until in 2002, when it registered

a 17 percent increase. In Prince William County the

rise was even greater — 188 percent. According to

public health officials the surge was related to immi-

grant settlement.32 Other reports indicate that river

blindness, malaria, and guinea worm have all been

brought to Northern Virginia by immigration.33 While

non-endemic diseases introduced by immigrants will

not necessarily be due to illegal immigration, the

chances are greater that illegal aliens who enter the

country without inspection will carry diseases than im-

migrants and visitors who enter legally through ports

of entry and, in the case of legal immigrants, are re-

quired to undergo medical exams.

MEDICAL EXPENDITURES

Non-MedicaidEmergency Care $13.5 million

Illegal Alien Births 35.0 million

Medicaid-FAMIS Care 48.5 million

Total $97.0 million

I N C A R C E R AT I O N O U T L AY S F O R I L L E G A L A N D
D E P O R TA B L E A L I E N S

SIZE OF THE ILLEGAL ALIEN PRISONER

POPULATION

The data upon which the costs of incarcerating illegal

aliens can be estimated come from information col-

lected in the State Criminal Alien Assistance Program

(SCAAP), which is administered by the Office of Jus-

tice Programs in the Department of Justice. In that

program, states and local jurisdictions apply for com-

pensation for the incarceration of illegal aliens and

other deportable aliens.

In FY 1999, the state documented about 550 illegal

alien detention years in its SCAAP application for re-

imbursement. In that year it received federal reim-

bursement for 38.6 percent of its costs.
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Three years later, SCAAP data indicate that Virginia’s

illegal alien inmate population had more than doubled

to 1,192 inmate years, while compensation increased

by 17 percent. In FY 2006, the state identified about

1,100 illegal alien prisoner years in the state’s deten-

tion facilities.34

On the basis of this trend in SCAAP awards, and
the fact that not all of Virginia’s jurisdictions are
included in that program, we estimate the current
deportable alien population in state facilities to be
at least 1,500 prisoner years in 2008.

This estimate does not include all criminal costs gen-

erated by illegal aliens. In addition there are other ad-

ministration of justice expenses related to crime costs,

insurance, law enforcement, and prosecution that have

not been included in this calculation.

Current guidelines for the compensation are: “SCAAP

provides federal payments to states and localities that

incurred correctional officer salary costs for incarcer-

ating undocumented criminal aliens with at least one

felony or two misdemeanor convictions for violations

of state or local law, and incarcerated for at least 4 con-

secutive days during the reporting period.” The ap-

propriation provided by Congress funds only a portion

of the incarceration costs, and local jurisdictions ab-

sorb a major portion of these expenses.

As shown in the chart, SCAAP compensation paid to

Virginia since 1997 has fluctuated widely from less

than $2 million to more than $6 million. But this does

not necessarily reflect a proportional change in the size

of the incarcerated illegal alien population in the state

because the compensation also varies based on the

changing amount of appropriated funds. As a per-

centage of the national SCAAP outlays, the share re-

ceived by Virginia jurisdictions has increased. Since

the SCAAP funds are distributed proportionately on

the basis of the size of the inmate population, this im-

plies that Virginia’s share of the national criminal alien

population has similarly grown. As the linear trend line

shows in the second SCAAP graphic, the state’s share

has tended to about double from 1997 to 2008 (from

about 0.6% of the national total to about 1.2%).

In a 2008 report to the state’s Senate Finance Com-

mittee, the annual per prisoner cost in the state’s prison

system was identified as $31,200. The average annual

per prisoner cost in local jails was identified as $22,265

with the state paying on average 47 percent of the cost.

However, the cost varied widely with incarceration

costs considerably higher in Northern Virginia because

of generally higher salary costs. For example, average

annual per prisoner costs in Loudoun County — the

highest in the state — was identified as $57,000 per

year.35 In a 2007 report, the Prince William County

executive identified the annual cost per prisoner for

2006 of the Adult Detention Center as $33,215.36

Our assumption is that the latter amount is close to

an average amount in the Northern Virginia facilities,

although costs will have increased at the statewide av-

erage of 5.4 percent per year to $36,900 in 2008.

SCAAP REIMBURSEMENT
(in millions)



There has been a recent trend in the state to reduce

the population in the state prison system, which has

had the effect of increasing local incarceration. In

2006, more than half (54.4%) of the SCAAP com-

pensation went to the state system. In 2008, that share

was reduced to slightly over one-third (34.1%) of the

compensation. In 2006, about one-third (32.3%) of

compensation went to Northern Virginia counties and

independent cities. In the 2008 SCAAP compensa-

tion, more than half (53.2%) of compensations went

to the same Northern Virginia jurisdictions. The

largest of those recipients were Fairfax County (19.9%

of total compensation), Prince William County

(11.3%), and Loudoun County (9.2%).

In the following calculation, the illegal and deportable

alien population has been separated into those prison-

ers in the state system, those in Northern Virginia pris-

ons and those in other county and independent city

facilities based on the 2008 SCAAP report on distri-

bution of payments. The estimate of the prisoner years

in the Northern Virginia jurisdictions has been ad-

justed downward to reflect the higher costs in those

facilities, and the prisoner year estimate in the other

non-state system prisons has been adjusted upward to

reflect the lower costs in those facilities.

The above estimate of the annual fiscal cost of incar-

ceration is conservative because it is based on only

those jurisdictions applying for SCAAP compensation

from the federal government. Costs to the state’s tax-

payers are likely higher for the simple reason that sev-

eral counties and independent cities, e.g. Virginia

Beach and Norfolk, are not included in the SCAAP

reports for either prisoner years or for compensation.

OTHER CRIMINAL JUSTICE EXPENSES

Not included in our estimate of the costs of incarcer-

ation of deportable aliens is any estimate of other ex-

penses resulting from crimes committed by illegal

COSTS OF ILLEGAL ALIEN INCARCERATION
($ millions)

Prisoner
Years Cost @ Outlay

Expenditures
State
No. Virginia
Other Local

635
540
325

$36,500
$37,000
$23,500

$23.2
$20.0
$7.6

SCAAP Reimbursement -$5.2

Total 1,500 $45.6

VIRGINIA’S SHARE OF SCAAP FUNDING

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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aliens. Such activities would include policing, espe-

cially policing for gangs that are likely to include ille-

gal aliens. The growing presence of ethnic gangs that

include illegal aliens is a recognized problem, especially

in Northern Virginia.

Ethnic gang activity is not limited to Latinos, however.

According to a U.S. Justice Department press release,

“…a grand jury in Alexandria returned a 25-count in-

dictment charging [seven persons] with numerous

crimes related to Asian gang activity in Virginia, Mary-

land, and the District of Columbia. The indictment

and related arrests are the result of a two-year investi-

gation of racketeering activity and related violent

crimes committed by an Asian racketeering organiza-

tion known as the ’Oriental Playboys’.”37

Progress is being made in combating illegal alien

crime, especially gang-related crime, through a pro-

gram of federal training of local law enforcement per-

sonnel in immigration law enforcement. These pro-

grams are known as 287(g) programs — named for

the section of Immigration and Nationality Act that

authorizes them. Before the advent of the 287(g) pro-

grams, and in those communities which do not yet

have them, identifying illegal alien gang members re-

quired federal involvement, and that too often has

been unavailable. Several Northern Virginia law en-

forcement jurisdictions have established 287(g) pro-

grams. In addition, these and other area jurisdictions

are working cooperatively with immigration authori-

ties to combat criminal operations involving illegal

aliens in the Northern Virginia Gang Task Force. Ac-

cording to a recent report, “In the first four years,

members of the task force made more than 2,000 ar-

rests, including 820 felony arrests, and confiscated

more than 200 weapons.”38

In addition to prison, juvenile detention and policing

costs, criminal aliens cause the police and the courts

significant added expenses for interpreters/translators

and the cost of trials, including public defenders for

indigents. These clearly represent additional fiscal out-

lays that are attributable to illegal and deportable aliens

that are not included in the annual $45.6 million un-

compensated cost estimate.

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR EDUCATION, EMERGENCY MEDICAL

CARE AND INCARCERATION

Outlays ($ millions)
Education
Illegal Aliens
Children of Illegal Aliens

$305.5
813.3

English Instruction (ELL/LEP) 440.2

Uncompensated Medical Care 97.0

Incarceration 45.6

Total $1,701.5

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

“FAIRFAX POLICE SAY THAT MARA SALVATRUCHA HAS AS MANY AS

1,500 MEMBERS IN THE LARGE SUBURBAN COUNTY AND POSSIBLY

1,000 MORE ELSEWHERE IN THE REGION. THE 18TH STREET GANG

AND THE SOUTH SIDE LOCOS, ANOTHER L.A.-BASED GANG, AC-
COUNT FOR SEVERAL HUNDRED MORE MEMBERS. POLICE ATTRIB-
UTE A RAFT OF VIOLENT ATTACKS AND KILLINGS IN NORTHERN

VIRGINIA TO MARA SALVATRUCHA MEMBERS.”
—WASHINGTON POST, AUGUST 1, 2004
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In 2008 there were about 2.72 million households

in Virginia headed by native-born residents. So the

average share of the more than $1.7 billion borne

by those households as a result of the estimated 295

thousand illegal aliens and their U.S.-born children

is about $625 per native household per year. This

cost does not include their share of the costs that

are paid by these same taxpayers at the federal level

that result from this same population of illegal

aliens.

T A X E S C O L L E C T E D F R O M
I L L E G A L A L I E N S

THE ESTIMATED INCOME, SALES AND PROPERTY TAXES COLLECTED BY VIRGINIA FROM THE

ILLEGAL ALIEN POPULATION WAS BETWEEN $145 AND $174 MILLION.

$174 million estimated taxes collected

The Commonwealth Institute provided an estimate of

taxes collected by the state from Virginia’s illegal alien

population to the Governor’s Commission on Immi-

gration in September 2008. The estimated amount of

income, sales and property taxes was between $145

and $174 million.39 That estimate was based on the

assumption that half of an illegal population of be-

tween 250,000 and 300,000 pay income taxes and

that other taxes are collected from the entire illegal

alien population regardless of whether work is in the

underground (off the books) or above-ground econ-

omy. The estimate would be higher today if adjusted

for inflation.

The Institute’s computations were based on method-

ology developed by the Institute onTaxation and Eco-

nomic Policy and on a 2005 estimate of the Pew

Hispanic Center on the size of the illegal alien popu-

lation. If the estimate were updated on the basis of the

Pew Hispanic Center’s current estimate of Virginia’s il-

legal alien population of between 275-325 thousand

persons, that level of tax collections would rise to $174

to $206 million. And if the estimate were also adjusted

upwards for inflation, it would today arrive at about

$181 to $216 million.

Before accepting that calculation as an offset against

the fiscal costs of illegal immigration, the assumptions

used in it should be examined. For reasons outlined

below, tax collections from illegal aliens will be at a

significantly lower rate than from legal residents and

citizens.

• Data from the 2007 Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey indicate that more than one-
third of non-citizen households are in poverty or
less than double the poverty level.40 That is a share
that is much larger than the illegal alien share of
the non-citizen population. So it is reasonable to
assume that the vast majority of illegal aliens fall in
this category. Illegal aliens in general will have
lower earnings than foreign-born U.S. citizens and
legal residents, who are less likely to work in the
underground, or “informal,” economy.

• Also in 2007, 78.4 percent of full-time, year-
round, non-citizen workers in the state earned less
than $35,000 a year. That level of earnings for a
family of four will not only be exempt from in-
come tax, it will also qualify the family for negative
taxes, i.e. the Earned IncomeTax Credit (EITC).41

Those data apply to both legal and illegal foreign-
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born residents. As noted above, the economic pro-
file of illegal residents will be lower than that of
legal residents and naturalized U.S. citizens.

• Illegal alien workers for whom taxes are withheld
by employers are likely to have lower than average
tax liability because they have larger than average
families,42 and because they are more easily able to
overstate their number of dependents since Social
Security numbers for dependents are not required
of children born and residing abroad. This opens
a loophole that can be exploited to claim lower
payroll tax withholding and greater dependent de-
ductions on tax returns that are not readily verifi-
able.

• Illegal aliens often send part of their earnings
abroad in the form of remittances. The Inter-
American Development Bank estimates that in
2006, more than $1.11 billion dollars were sent to
Mexico and Central America from Virginia. Illegal
aliens are more likely than legal immigrants to
have nuclear family members living abroad to
whom they send remittances. Besides being a drain
on the state’s economy by removing the earnings
from circulation, these remittances reduce the dis-
posable income of the sender, which means fewer
purchases that generate sales taxes. This fact was
noted in the Commonwealth Institute calculation
of sales, excise and property taxes, although no in-
formation was provided as to the amount of any
adjustment.

• Illegal aliens are more likely to make purchases in
the informal economy from which sales taxes are
not collected and paid to the government. An ex-
ample would be home prepared food sold on job
sites to laborers.43

• The lower earnings profile means that a larger
share of the illegal immigrant’s disposable income
will be spent on food, which is taxed at 3.5 per-
cent rather than 6.5 percent.

• Illegal aliens often will share housing, which means
that per capita indirect property taxes on rental
property collected by local governments will be
lower than for most other residents.

In our calculation of likely tax revenue collected from

the illegal alien population, we use the same assump-

tion as the Commonwealth Institute that approxi-

mately half of the state’s illegal alien workers are in the

underground economy and not paying income taxes.

Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy (ITEP)

data for Virginia estimates that the effective tax rate

for a family earning between $28,000 and $43,000 is

sales tax — 1.9 percent, income tax — 2.9 percent,

and property tax — 2 percent. That represents taxes

paid of $1,863 to $2,924. The Commonwealth Insti-

tute used an average family earnings level of $27,400

that it attributed to the Pew Hispanic Center for 2003.

Average earnings would doubtless have increased as a

result of inflation, although probably less than for

other workers because of the ability of employers to

exploit these workers. We estimate the average family

earnings will have increased to $30,000. The ITEP

model implies tax payments for that level of income

of $2,040 ($870 income tax — 46.7%; $600 property

tax — 32.2%; $570 sales tax — 30.6%).

It should be kept in mind that a minimum wage

worker claiming head of household status and two

child dependents has no tax liability and therefore, no

withholding. The $30,000 income would be only



Virginia’s taxpayers increasingly have been required to

assume a growing burden for local governmental out-

lays resulting from the rapidly rising number of illegal

aliens living in the state. Unless federal, state or local

measures — or a combination of such measures — are

taken to stem the flow of illegal immigration, these

costs may be expected to continue to rise. And the

costs of illegal immigration are not likely to subside

until the size of the illegal alien population begins to

subside.

If today’s illegal residents were to gain legal status, as

the Obama administration has adopted as a legislative

goal, such an amnesty would not significantly change

slightly higher than the earnings of a two-worker fam-

ily with each of the two earning the minimum wage.

In addition, if one of those workers had a Social Secu-

rity number or a Individual Taxpayer Identification

Number, they could file for the Earned Income Tax

Credit, which is a reverse tax payment ignored in the

ITEP and Commonwealth Institute calculations. In

Virginia, “…a family earning up to $41,646 per year

might qualify and an EITC refund might be as much

as $4,828.”44

In our calculation below, we have reduced the estimate

of income tax collections not just by the half not work-

ing in the underground economy, but also for those

using fake or stolen identity documents for legal jobs

but having no tax withholding or negative tax with-

holding (EITC) because of their low earnings. For our

estimate of property and sales tax collections, in addi-

tion to the lower disposable income because of remit-

tances, we have reduced the ITEP estimate to take into

account the factors of shared housing and lower sales

taxes due to a larger share of disposable income spent

on food.

We estimate that about 39 percent of the tax collec-

tions from the illegal alien population will be from

sales taxes. About 41 percent of tax collections will be

local property taxes, and the remaining 20 percent of

tax collections will be state income taxes. The average

family working in the underground economy would

have tax payments of $877 and one working as if they

were legal workers would have tax payments of zero to

$1,747. The results are shown below.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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TAX RECEIPTS FROM ILLEGAL ALIENS

Property Tax $77 million

Sales Tax $74 million

Income Tax $37 million

Total $188 million

OUTLAYS FOR AND RECEIPTS FROM ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS
2008 Outlays ($ millions)

Fiscal Costs $1,702

Receipts $188
Net Fiscal Burden on Virginians $1,514

F U T U R E I M P L I C A T I O N S
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the cost burden on the Virginia taxpayer, because the

illegal alien population, in general, does not have the

educational preparation or work skills that would

allow it to move to higher paying jobs and contribute

more in tax payments. Rather, the adoption of any

amnesty is more likely to enhance the temptation for

others to follow the same illegal path taken by the

amnesty recipients. Furthermore, an amnesty would

increase access to public services by newly legalized res-

idents and, therefore, the costs — thereby increasing

the burden.

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

The heavy fiscal costs to Virginians associated with il-

legal immigration are not inevitable. While the federal

government has the primary responsibility for enforc-

ing immigration laws, state and local governments

have a role to play that can either discourage or en-

courage illegal immigrants settling in their area. State

and local policies can either facilitate or hinder federal

immigration law enforcement efforts. As noted pre-

ciously, Virginia has launched several programs aimed

at deterring the settlement of illegal aliens. The 287(g)

local-federal cooperative agreements offer an example,

and the Secure Communities program offers another.

For example, in Fairfax County, the U.S. Immigration

and Customs Enforcement (ICE) agency has put de-

tainers on 200 of the jail’s 1,300 inmates since the Se-

cure Communities program began there in March

2009. According to Capt. Glenda Pfister of the county

sheriff ’s office, “When we have aliens who are serious

criminals, they get removed from the county instead of

being released to the street.”xlv

Nevertheless, Virginia still has available additional op-

tions for lessening the burden on the state’s taxpayers.

The E-Verify program, that denies job opportunities to

illegal aliens and exposes to prosecution those em-

ployers who ignore the law, if enacted as a requirement

for all employers as was pioneered by Arizona, would

provide a major deterrent to new illegal aliens and

would, over time, decrease the size of that population.

The state could also begin a program to systematically

collect data on expenditures on illegal aliens. It is al-

ready doing that with regard to illegal aliens in the

prison system and could devise the means to gather ac-

curate information on medical and educational ex-

penditures.

LOCAL REFORM ACTIVISTS SHOULD ALSO FOCUS

ON NATIONAL POLICIES

Virginians have a right to expect their national and

local elected representatives to work to alleviate the fis-

cal burden of illegal immigration. To simply convert il-

legal alien residents to legal resident status with an

amnesty violates a fundamental principle of immigra-

tion reform, because it would encourage rather than

deter future illegal immigration. A policy that conveys

the message that the country or any state or local gov-

ernment will tolerate and reward foreigners who ig-

nore our immigration law invites the world to see

THE ADOPTION OF ANY AMNESTY IS MORE LIKELY TO ENHANCE THE TEMPTATION FOR

OTHERS TO FOLLOW THE SAME ILLEGAL PATH TAKEN BY THE AMNESTY RECIPIENTS.
FURTHERMORE, AN AMNESTY WOULD INCREASE ACCESS TO PUBLIC SERVICES BY NEWLY

LEGALIZED RESIDENTS AND, THEREFORE, THE COSTS — INCREASING THE BURDEN.



illegal immigration as an accepted route to seeking a

better life in our country and perpetuates the problem.

As the late Barbara Jordan, a former member of Con-

gress fromTexas and chair of the U.S. Commission on

Immigration Reform summed up her view on immi-

gration;

The credibility of immigration policy can be meas-
ured by a simple yardstick: people who should get in,
do get in; people who should not get in are kept out;
and people who are judged deportable are required to
leave.

—U.S. Immigration Policy: Restoring Credibility

USCIR 1994)

Virginia’s elected representatives owe it to the state’s

citizens and legal residents to uphold the principle that

the United States is founded on respect for the rule of

law, and to act in ways that demonstrate that those

who disrespect our immigration law will not be toler-

ated.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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