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Executive Summary
This study examines the legal capacity available to low-income immigrants on national, state and sub-state

levels. Legal professionals working in charitable immigration service programs serve as the study’s rough

proxy for legal capacity, and undocumented immigrants its proxy for legal need. The Center for Migration

Studies of New York (CMS) compiled data on charitable immigration programs and their legal professionals

from the:

• US Department of Justice’s (DOJ’s) “Recognized Organizations and Accredited Representatives Roster

by State and City,” which is maintained by the Executive Office for Immigration Review’s (EOIR’s)
Office of Legal Access Programs (OLAP).

• Directories of two leading, legal support agencies for charitable immigration legal programs, the

Catholic Legal Immigration Network, Inc. (CLINIC) and the Immigrant Advocates Network (IAN).

CMS supplemented and updated these sources with information from the websites of charitable immigration

programs. It also added legal programs to its dataset that did not appear in any of these lists. It counted as

legal professionals, attorneys, federally accredited non-attorneys, paralegals and legal assistants. The paper

finds that there are 1,413 undocumented persons in the United States for every charitable legal professional,

and far less capacity than the national average in:

• States such as Alabama (6,656 undocumented per legal professional), Hawaii (4,506), Kansas (3,010),

Georgia (2,853), New Jersey (2,687), Florida (2,681), North Carolina (2,671), Virginia (2,634) and

Arizona (2,561).

• Metropolitan areas (MAs) such as Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario (5,307), Dallas-Fort Worth-

Arlington (4,436), Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale (3,439) and Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land (3,099).

• San Bernardino County (6,178), Clark County (4,747), Riverside County (4,625), Tarrant County

(3,955) and Dallas County (3,939).

*The authors thank Ashling O’Donnell and Jennifer Bulcock for their strong work in compiling, harmonizing and supplementing the

data on charitable immigration legal capacity for this study.
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The study’s introduction summarizes its top-line findings. Its first section describes the importance of char-

itable immigration legal programs to immigrants, families and communities. Its second details the study’s find-
ings on charitable legal capacity and immigrant need. Its third compares the legal capacity of 1,803 charitable

legal programs and their 7,322 legal professionals, with the US undocumented population by state and for the

15 largest MAs and counties. Its fourth describes CMS’s research methodology and data sources. The paper

ends with policy recommendations on how to expand legal capacity for low-income immigrants and better

assess legal capacity and need moving forward.
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Introduction
This study highlights the need to expand low-cost and
no-cost legal assistance in immigration-related matters.
It finds that there is one legal professional working for
a charitable immigration program for every 1,413
undocumented persons in the United States.1 It identifies
legal capacity “deserts” – areas with far too few legal
immigration professionals – by state and large metropol-
itan areas (MAs) and counties. For this study, the Center
for Migration Studies of New York (CMS) compiled a
dataset of 1,803 charitable immigration legal programs,
which are located in 49 states and the District of
Columbia. The paper finds that:

• Fifty-four percent of these programs and 59
percent of their legal professionals are located
in seven states – California, Texas, Florida,
New York, New Jersey, Illinois and Georgia.
However, nearly 64 percent of the nation’s
undocumented residents reside in these states
(Table A).

• By contrast, Washington, DC, New Hampshire,
South Dakota, Wyoming, Maine, Vermont,
Alaska, West Virginia and Montana are home
to just 52,600 undocumented residents (.5
percent of the total). However, their 243 legal
professionals represent more than 3 percent of
the nation’s immigration charitable legal profes-
sionals (Table A). These states collectively
enjoy more charitable legal capacity per

undocumented immigrant than the seven states
with the largest numbers of undocumented
residents.

• The comparatively small number of fully
accredited representatives (277 or roughly 14
percent of all accredited representatives)
provide important services at a time of substan-
tial demand in US immigration courts, but their
numbers pale in comparison to court workloads
and backlogs.

• California is home to nearly 22 percent of the
US undocumented population, 19 percent of
charitable immigration legal programs, and
nearly 20 percent of legal professionals.

• Los Angeles County is home to 7 percent of the
US undocumented population, 4 percent of the
nation’s charitable immigration legal programs,
and 6 percent of its immigration legal
professionals.

• There are stark differences in charitable legal
capacity among states with large numbers of
undocumented residents, and among those with
smaller undocumented populations. Of the 25
states with the largest undocumented popula-
tions, Georgia, New Jersey, Florida, North
Carolina, Virginia and Arizona enjoy far less
legal capacity per undocumented resident than
New York, Massachusetts, Michigan and
Pennsylvania (Table B).

• Of the 25 states and Washington, DC with the
lowest undocumented populations, Alabama,
Hawaii, Kansas, Arkansas and Wisconsin
have far less charitable immigration legal
capacity per undocumented resident, than
West Virginia, Washington, DC, Montana,
Maine, Wyoming, Iowa, Vermont, Nebraska,

1This paper uses the term “charitable immigration legal pro-
grams” to describe programs devoted to providing no- and
low-cost legal services on immigration matters. These pro-
grams are mostly located within larger charitable organizations.
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South Dakota, Louisiana, Alaska, Kentucky
and Delaware (Table B).

• The states with the fewest undocumented resi-
dents per charitable legal professional – those
with the most legal capacity – are West Virginia
(80 undocumented for every legal professional),
Washington, DC (110), Montana (173), Maine
(208), Wyoming (249), Iowa (357), Vermont
(504), Nebraska (512), New York (542) and
South Dakota (542) (Table B).

• No states enjoy a glut of charitable immigration
legal capacity, but the following states have far
less capacity than the national average:
Alabama (6,656 undocumented per legal pro-
fessional), Hawaii (4,506), Kansas (3,010),
Georgia (2,853), New Jersey (2,687), Florida
(2,681), North Carolina (2,671), Virginia
(2,634) and Arizona (2,561) (Table B).

• The states with the fewest undocumented resi-
dents per charitable immigration attorney are
West Virginia (133 undocumented per attor-
ney), Washington, DC (147), Maine (364),
Iowa (488), Alaska (697), Montana (866),
Vermont (881), Kentucky (900), New York
(952), Wyoming (998), Michigan (1,112),
Louisiana (1,160), Minnesota (1,239),
Nebraska (1,359), Delaware (1,459) and New
Hampshire (1,490) (Table B).

• Hawaii (31,541 undocumented per attorney),
Arkansas (15,007), Arizona (12,931), Kansas
(12,040), Rhode Island (8,733), North
Carolina (8,457), Utah (8,244) and Georgia
(8,072) have the most undocumented per char-
itable immigration attorney and, thus, the least
capacity measured in this way (Table B).

• The states with the lowest numbers of undocu-
mented residents per accredited representative
and, thus, with the most legal capacity measured
in this way are: Montana (289 undocumented
residents per accredited representative), Maine
(872), Washington, DC (1,360), Nebraska
(1,408) and Rhode Island (1,455) (Table B).

• Nevada (19,896 undocumented per accredited
representative), Georgia (10,342), South
Carolina (9,999), Florida (9,718), Virginia
(9,656), Texas (9,378), Tennessee (8,681),
Maryland (8,554), New Jersey (8,543),
Alabama (7,488) and Kentucky (7,203) have

the largest numbers of undocumented residents
per accredited representative, indicating low
legal capacity (Table B).

• Rhode Island has among the lowest number of
undocumented residents per accredited represen-
tative (1,455 undocumented), but the most
undocumented residents per attorney (8,733)
(Table B). It has low overall numbers of accred-
ited representatives (18), attorneys (3) and
undocumented immigrants (26,200).

• The nation’s 15 largest metropolitan areas
(MAs) by population are home to 54.5
percent of US undocumented residents, but
only 51 percent of its charitable immigration
legal professionals (Table 1).

• There is significantly greater capacity – measured
by all legal professionals— in the MAs of
Boston-Cambridge-Newton (621 undocumented
per legal professional), San Francisco-Oakland-
Hayward (761), and New York-Newark-Jersey
City (849), than in Riverside-San Bernardino-
Ontario (5,307), Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington
(4,436), Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale (3,439) and
Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land (3,009)
(Table 2).

• A total of only 229 accredited representatives
(11.6 percent of the nation’s total) serve the
MAs of Detroit-Warren-Dearborn (17), Miami-
Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach (20),
Boston-Cambridge-Newton (30), Riverside-San
Bernardino-Ontario (30), Philadelphia-Camden-
Wilmington (31), Atlanta-Sandy Springs-
Roswell (31), Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar
Land (35), and Washington, DC-Arlington-
Alexandria (35) (Table 1). Yet, 21 percent of
the nation’s undocumented resides in these
communities.

• Disparities within categories of legal profession-
als can be stark. Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, for
example, has one accredited representative for
every 2,302 undocumented residents, compared
to Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach,
which has one for every 20,665 undocumented
residents (Table 2).

• The mix of legal professionals varies signifi-
cantly across geographies. There are far more
accredited representatives than there are charita-
ble immigration attorneys in the Riverside-San
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Bernardino-Ontario and Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale
MAs (Table 2).

• In contrast, there are more charitable immigration
attorneys than accredited representatives in the
New York-Newark-Jersey City, Washington,
DC-Arlington-Alexandria, San Francisco-
Oakland-Hayward, Boston-Cambridge-Newton,
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm Beach and
Houston-The Woodlands-Sugarland MAs
(Table 2).

• The nation’s 15 largest counties are home to
one-third of its undocumented residents, but
25 percent of its charitable legal professionals
(Table 3).

• Of these counties, King’s County (668 undoc-
umented per legal professional), Cook County
(917) and San Diego County (998) enjoy the
most charitable legal capacity, and San
Bernardino County (6,178), Clark County
(4,747), Riverside County (4,625), Tarrant
County (3,955) and Dallas County (3,939) the
least (Table 4).

• San Diego County has one accredited represen-
tative for every 2,376 undocumented residents,
compared to Harris County, which has one
accredited representative for every 14,246
undocumented residents (Table 4).

• There are fewer charitable immigration attorneys
than there are accredited representatives in
Maricopa County and Orange County, and the
opposite is true in Kings County, Los Angeles
County and Miami-Dade County (Table 3).

The Work of Charitable Immigration
Legal Programs
Charitable immigration legal programs do not alone
provide legal assistance to low-income immigrants.2

However, they exist for this very purpose. The largest
cohort of these programs operates in charitable agencies
that have received “recognition” from the US
Department of Justice’s (DOJ’s) Executive Office for
Immigrant Review (EOIR). Recognition, in turn,
allows their “accredited” non-attorney staff to represent

immigrants. Other charitable immigration legal pro-
grams forego the recognition and accreditation
process because they employ attorneys and paralegals,
and do not see the need for accredited representatives.
In many communities, charitable immigration legal pro-
grams compete to assist immigrants with “notarios” and
other unauthorized practitioners.

The federal recognition and accreditation process
began in 1958 (ABA 1994), with the goal of increas-
ing “the availability of competent immigration legal
representation for low-income and indigent persons”
(EOIR 2021). EOIR is the office within DOJ respon-
sible for administering and overseeing the US immi-
gration court system and its appeals court, the
Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA).3 EOIR’s
Office of Legal Access Programs (OLAP) maintains
a listing of recognized charitable agencies and their
accredited staff, entitled “Recognized Organizations
and Accredited Representatives Roster by State and
City.”

To secure accreditation, non-attorney staff and vol-
unteers of recognized agencies must possess suffi-
cient knowledge, experience and training to provide
legal representation before the Department of
Homeland Security’s (DHS’s) US Citizenship and
Immigration Services (USCIS) (partial accreditation)
and to persons in removal proceedings in immigration
court or before the Board of Immigration Appeals
(BIA) (full accreditation).4 The federal immigration
regulations also allow for representation in certain cir-
cumstances by law students and law school graduates
not admitted to the bar, “reputable individuals” in
individual cases, and accredited officials of foreign
states.5

Charitable legal immigration programs are a mainstay
of US immigrant communities. They accommodate
immense amounts of legal work on a day-to-day basis,
assisting immigrants to secure status (legalize) based
on family ties, employment, and humanitarian consider-
ations; to adjust to lawful permanent resident (LPR)
status; to naturalize; and to obtain immigration-related
benefits, such as employment authorization. The
COVID-19 pandemic led charitable immigration legal

2Pro bono attorneys, small immigration law firms, solo practi-
tioners, law school clinics and corporate legal counsel also
provide low- and no-cost legal assistance.

3For a listing of these courts, please see https://www.justice.gov/
eoir/eoir-immigration-court-listing

4Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) §292.
58 CFR § 1292.1(a).
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programs and other immigrant-serving entities to provide
more services virtually and to rely more heavily on tech-
nology to communicate with clients and immigrant com-
munities (CLINIC 2021b; Kerwin and Alulema 2021,
283–85). These developments have the potential to
expand immigrants’ access to services, while reducing
their time away from other significant commitments,
such as school, work and daycare. They also provide
immigration legal programs additional ways to connect
with hard-to-serve immigrants.

Legal representation also creates legal pathways for
future immigrants, such as the close family members
of newly minted LPRs and naturalized citizens
(Kerwin and Warren 2019b, 37–40). Charitable
immigration programs also provide reliable informa-
tion and services (such as English language classes)
to many more immigrants that chose to pursue immi-
gration status, relief or immigration-related benefits
on their own.

These programs play a central role in imple-
menting special legal status programs, such as
Temporary Protected Status (TPS) and Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA), and in nat-
uralization campaigns. In this work, they partner
with a range of public agencies, community-based
organizations (CBOs) and community navigators.
The latter provide basic information on legal pro-
cesses, eligibility criteria and available services,
thus leveraging the services of charitable legal
professionals.

Charitable immigration legal programs also operate
collectively as a kind of counter-cyclical industry:
Their work is in high demand during difficult
periods for immigrants, such as when presidential
administrations, federal agencies and Congress set
additional hurdles to legal status or pursue policy
strategies intended to dissuade them from seeking
status and immigration benefits.

The ability of US immigrants to gain and advance
in legal status is a well-established metric of immi-
grant integration, and strongly correlated with
increased wages, housing and health insurance
(Kerwin and Warren 2019a, 2-3). Legal representa-
tion also “helps keep families together, improves the
stability of the workforce, increases tax revenues,
and helps protect people from abuse by unscrupulous
employers, landlords, and others” (Atkinson and
Wong 2018, 5).

The US immigration system is difficult and, for
many, impossible to negotiate successfully without
legal representation. Over the last two decades, a signifi-
cant literature has emerged that demonstrates the striking
difference legal representation makes in asylum and
other case outcomes (Eagly and Shafer 2015; Kerwin
2005, 5-6; Markowitz et al. 2011; Ramji-Nogales,
Schoenholtz and Schrag 2007, 384; ).6 This research
understandably centers on removal proceedings given
their procedural and legal complexity and their adversar-
ial nature. Exacerbating matters, Immigration and
Customs Enforcement (ICE) trial attorneys view their
role as akin to “prosecutors” in criminal trials, although
removal is a civil process.7 The importance of legal rep-
resentation is further underscored by the immense
human consequences of removal, which can impoverish
families (Boyce and Launius 2020), sever parent-child
relationships, and return immigrants to perilous condi-
tions. No less than James Madison, a principal architect
of the US Constitution, chief author of the Bill of Rights,
and co-author of the Federalist Papers, characterized the
removal of a non-citizen as “banishment” from:

“… a country, where he may have formed the most tender of connec-
tions, where he may have vested his entire property, and acquired
property of the real and permanent, as well as the moveable and tem-
porary kind; where he enjoys under the laws, a greater share of the
blessings of personal security and personal liberty, than he can else-
where hope for…” (Madison 1800).

Given these stakes, cities and counties have estab-
lished more than 15 “universal representation” pro-
grams for persons in removal proceedings (Nash
2018) and advocates have argued for government-
funded legal counsel in these cases (Chen and
Loweree 2021). In addition, EOIR offers important
legal orientation, education and representation pro-
grams (Kerwin 2020).

In contrast, the impact of legal representation on
applications, petitions and requests for immigration
benefits from USCIS has received little scholarly
attention. This is surprising given the fact that these

6Variables such as the individual judge assigned to a case
(Ramji-Nogales, Schoenholtz, and Schrag 2009, 40-53) and
detention (Eagly and Shafer 2015, 16, 32, 49) also strongly
influence case outcomes.

7Administrative, summary and expedited removals carried out
by DHS officials account for the lion’s share of removals
(Kerwin 2015, 181-83; ACLU 2014; ABA 2010, 1-36).
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applications are the principal way that millions of
immigrants each year gain or advance in status.8

Between fiscal years (FY) 2017 and 2020, the
number of applications, petitions and requests for
benefits to USCIS fell from 9.2 to 7.7 million
(USCIS 2021a, 19–22) due to the COVID-19 pan-
demic (ibid., 2) and the Trump administration’s
efforts to stem legal immigration through administra-
tive means (Guttentag 2021; Kerwin and Warren
2019a). In FY 2021, USCIS received more than 8.8
million applications (USCIS 2021b).

Policymakers, researchers and funders turn to char-
itable immigration legal programs in response to concerns
over implementation of special legal status programs or
possible legalization programs (de Leon and Roach
2013; Kerwin, Pacas and Warren 2022). The
Committee on Immigration Reform Implementation
(CIRI), for example, produced a particularly valuable
study on immigrant-serving programs in anticipation of
the expanded DACA and Deferred Action for Parents
of Americans and Lawful Permanent Residents
(DAPA) programs (Kamasaki, Timmons and Tudi
2015).9 The study offered estimates based on different
operational scenarios related to the funding and staffing
needs of these programs. The CIRI analysis drew from
the experience of qualified designated entities (QDEs)
under the Immigration Reform and Control Act of
198610 and on the work of immigrant-serving agencies
in implementing DACA.

A 2020 study by Stanford University’s
Immigration Policy Lab drew on the DOJ/EOIR
roster, IAN’s directory, and immigrant-serving agen-
cies in the Aunt Bertha social service search and refer-
ral platform to identify 2,138 “immigrant legal service
provider” (ISP) offices (Yasenov et al. 2020). The
study compared the location of these offices, with

ACS data by zip code on low-income foreign-born
persons; i.e., those living in households with income
of less than 150 percent of the federal poverty guide-
lines. It concluded that 1.5 million low-income immi-
grants did not live within 12 miles of an ISP office “as
the crow flies” and urged the addition of ISPs to
underserved locations and the “rearranging” of exist-
ing ISPs to optimize access to no and low-cost legal
services (ibid., 4, 9–10).

Such studies acknowledge the important role of
already overtaxed charitable immigration legal
programs and other CBOs in application assis-
tance, public education, English language instruc-
tion, and as trusted sources of services and
information to immigrant communities. They
argue for greater public and private support for
these programs, particularly in response to immi-
gration opportunities (special status or potential
legalization programs) and crises (crackdowns
on immigrant communities).

At least three studies have also identified legal
screening of the undocumented as a crucial step in
implementing special legal status programs
(Atkinson and Wong 2018; Kerwin et al. 2017;
Wong et al. 2014). These studies have found that
between 14 and 25 percent of the undocumented
are potentially eligible for legal status, typically for
permanent residence. By contrast, special legal
status programs confer only temporary status. One
study, which screened 4,070 undocumented immi-
grants in 12 states, identified “more than two dozen
people … likely to be able to prove they are US cit-
izens” (Atkinson and Wong 2018, 2). Another study
based on a survey of 67 immigrant-serving organiza-
tions found “a statistically significant relationship”
between the capacity of these organizations
(defined by total number of paid staff) and “the effi-
cacy” of their legal screening, as measured by the
number of screened immigrants found eligible for
DACA and some other immigration benefit or
relief (Wong et al. 2014, 296-97).

Research Findings
For this study, CMS compiled a dataset of 1,803 char-
itable immigration legal programs and 7,322 legal
professionals (Table A). CMS counts attorneys,
accredited representatives, paralegals and legal

8Schoenholtz, Schrag, and Ramji-Nogales (2014, 160-61) exam-
ined outcomes in affirmative asylum cases (before USCIS
asylum officers) from 1996 through 2009. They found that
USCIS asylum officers granted asylum to 50 percent of repre-
sented claimants during this 14-year period, compared to 42
percent of those without representation.
9President Obama announced the establishment of DAPA and
expanded DACA in November 2014, but these programs
were blocked in federal court and rescinded by DHS in the
early months of the Trump administration.
10Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986, Pub. L. No.
99-603, 100 Stat. 3445 (Nov. 6, 1986).
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assistants as legal professionals.11 Differences in the
numbers of charitable immigration legal programs
and legal staff identified in relevant studies over the
last decade can be attributed to differences in research
methodology and focus, and to the expansion of char-
itable legal networks over time.12

The legal programs in the CMS dataset are located in
49 states and the District of Columbia, but are concen-
trated in a small number of states with large numbers of
undocumented residents. Fifty-four percent of the char-
itable legal programs and 59 percent of the legal profes-
sionals are located in seven states – California, Texas,
Florida, New York, New Jersey, Illinois and Georgia.
However, nearly 64 percent of the nation’s undocu-
mented residents reside in these states (Table A).
These findings point to the relative lack of charitable
immigration legal capacity in states with the largest
populations of undocumented residents.

By contrast, Washington, DC, New Hampshire,
South Dakota, Wyoming, Maine, Vermont, Alaska,
West Virginia and Montana are home to just 52,600
undocumented residents (.5 percent of the total), but
have 3 percent of the nation’s charitable immigration
legal programs and slightly more than 3 percent of the
legal professionals (Table A). In other words, these
states collectively enjoy greater charitable capacity
per undocumented immigrant than the seven states
with the largest numbers of undocumented residents.
Map 1 illustrates this disparity. The reddest states
have the most undocumented residents per attorney
and accredited representative, and thus the lowest
legal capacity measured in this way.

This study identifies the comparatively small
number of fully accredited representatives – 277 or
roughly 14 percent of all accredited representatives
(Table A).13 California (73), Texas (44), New York
(27), Illinois (19) and Florida (11) account for 63
percent of fully accredited representatives.

Like attorneys, fully accredited representatives can
represent immigrants in removal proceedings at a
time of significant stress on the immigration court
system (LaSusa 2022). On the other hand, many
fully accredited representatives handle a combination
of removal cases and USCIS petitions, applications
and requests for immigration benefits. This is due,
in part, to the high cost to these programs of
removal defense work, compared to the cost to them
of representation before USCIS. Since 1997, charita-
ble immigration legal programs have understood that
their financial and programmatic viability depends, in
part, on adherence to appropriate case selection poli-
cies (CLINIC, LIRS and IRSA 1997). Even if fully
accredited representatives limited their work to
removal proceedings, however, their modest
numbers would still pale in comparison to the crush-
ing immigration court workload and backlog of
pending court cases that, by one estimate, exceeded
1.8 million at the end of June 2022 (TRAC 2022).

Map 2 illustrates the distribution by state of (all)
legal professionals per 1,000 undocumented immi-
grants, with the red shades signifying greater legal
capacity (Table E). Of the 25 states with the largest
undocumented populations, Georgia, New Jersey,
Florida, North Carolina, Virginia and Arizona have
far less legal capacity per undocumented resident
than New York, Massachusetts Michigan, and
Pennsylvania (Table B). Of the 25 states and
Washington, DC with the smallest undocumented
populations, Alabama, Hawaii, Kansas, Arkansas
and Wisconsin have far less legal capacity per undoc-
umented resident, than West Virginia, Washington,
DC, Montana, Maine, Wyoming, Iowa, Vermont,
Nebraska, South Dakota, Louisiana, Alaska,
Kentucky and Delaware (Table B).

11DOJ/EOIR defines paralegals as “professionals who assist
attorneys in the practice of law,” but who “are not themselves
licensed to practice law and therefore may not represent
parties” in immigration court or before the Board of
Immigration Appeals (EOIR 2020, §2.6). CMS adopted the
same definition for legal assistants, but kept the two categories
distinct for analytical purposes.

12An important 2013 Urban Institute study, for example, identi-
fied 684 non-profit organizations providing legal aid to immi-
grants, drawing from the IAN and CLINIC directories and the
National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) database (de
Leon and Roach 2013, 5-6). The 2015 study by the Committee
for Immigration Reform Implementation (CIRI) reported on
the 852 recognized agencies on the DOJ/EOIR roster and iden-
tified 4,687 legal staff from the roster and IAN directory
(Kamasaki, Timmons, and Tudi 2015, 293-94).

13In 49 cases, CMS could not identify whether representatives
were partially or fully accredited. CMS added these represen-
tatives to the total, but not to the lists of partially or fully
accredited representatives.
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No state enjoys a glut of legal capacity, but the fol-
lowing states fall well below the national average for
charitable immigration legal professionals: Alabama
(6,656 undocumented per legal professional), Hawaii
(4,506), Kansas (3,010), Georgia (2,853), New Jersey

(2,687), Florida (2,681), North Carolina (2,671),
Virginia (2,634) and Arizona (2,561).

The study also finds significant differences in legal
capacity on a state and sub-state level, as measured by
particular categories of legal professional. The states

Map 1. Distribution by state of undocumented population per attorneys and accredited representatives.

Map 2. Distribution by state of all legal professionals per 1,000 undocumented immigrants.

Kerwin and Millet 197



with the fewest undocumented residents per charitable
immigration attorney are: West Virginia (133 undocu-
mented residents per attorney), Washington, DC (147),
Maine (364), Iowa (488), Alaska (697), Montana
(866), Vermont (881), Kentucky (900), New York
(952), Wyoming (998), Michigan (1,112), Louisiana
(1,160), Minnesota (1,239), Nebraska (1,359),
Delaware (1,459) and New Hampshire (1,490)
(Table B). In contrast, Hawaii (31,541), Arkansas
(15,007), Arizona (12,931), Kansas (12,040), Rhode
Island (8,733), North Carolina (8,457), Utah (8,244)
and Georgia (8,072) have the most undocumented per
charitable immigration attorney and, thus, the least
capacity measured in this way.

Montana (289), Maine (872), Washington, DC
(1,360), Nebraska (1,408) and Rhode Island (1,455)
have the lowest numbers of undocumented residents
per accredited representative and, thus, enjoy the great-
est legal capacity defined in this way (Table B). States
with the largest numbers of undocumented residents
per accredited representative include Nevada
(19,896), Georgia (10,342), South Carolina (9,999),
Florida (9,718), Virginia (9,656), Texas (9,378),
Tennessee (8,681), Maryland (8,554), New Jersey
(8,543), Alabama (7,488) and Kentucky (7,203).

Rhode Island has among the lowest number of
undocumented residents per accredited representative
(1,455), but the most undocumented residents per
attorney (8,733). It has low overall numbers of
accredited representatives (18), attorneys (3) and
undocumented immigrants (26,200) (Table A).
Thus, its capacity could change significantly with a
relatively modest increase or loss of legal
professionals.

Table 1 shows the number of charitable organiza-
tions and legal practitioners for the 15 largest MAs
by overall population.14 Together, these MAs are
home to 54.5 percent of the nation’s undocumented
residents and 51 percent of its charitable immigration
legal professionals.

A total of 229 accredited representatives (11.6 percent
of the nation’s total) serve the MAs of Detroit-Warren-
Dearborn (17), Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West Palm

Beach (20), Boston-Cambridge-Newton (30), Riverside-
San Bernardino-Ontario (30), Atlanta-Sandy Springs-
Roswell (31), Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington (31),
Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land (35) and
Washington, DC-Arlington-Alexandria (35). Yet 21
percent of the nation’s undocumented resides in these
communities.

Table 2 displays the same data as Table 1, but high-
lights the number of undocumented immigrants in
these MAs for each category of legal professional.
In this table, higher undocumented numbers reveal
lower legal capacity. The MAs with the greatest
capacity – defined by “all legal professionals”— are
Boston-Cambridge-Newton (621 undocumented per
legal professional), San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward
(761) and New York-Newark-Jersey City (849), and
those with the least capacity are Riverside-San
Bernardino-Ontario (5,307), Dallas-Fort Worth-
Arlington (4,436), Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale (3,439)
and Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land (3,009).

Disparities within categories of legal professionals
can be stark. Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, for example,
has one accredited representative for every 2,302
undocumented residents, compared to Miami-Fort
Lauderdale-West Palm Beach, which has one for
every 20,665 undocumented residents. Finally, the
mix of legal professionals varies significantly by loca-
tion. There are far fewer charitable immigration attor-
neys than there are accredited representatives in
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario and Phoenix-
Mesa-Scottsdale. In contrast, there are more attorneys
than there are accredited representatives in New York-
Newark-Jersey City, Washington, DC-Arlington-
Alexandria, San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, Boston-
Cambridge-Newton, Miami-Fort Lauderdale-West
Palm Beach, and Houston-The Woodlands-Sugarland.

CMS has limited its analysis to the 15 most popu-
lous MAs and counties because their large numbers of
undocumented residents and critical mass of charita-
ble legal professionals allow for meaningful compar-
isons between legal capacity and need. However,
smaller jurisdictions can make such assessments as
well. The CMS dataset indicates, for example, that
Omaha, Nebraska, has 21,800 undocumented resi-
dents and six charitable immigration legal programs
that employ 21 attorneys, two fully and 10 partially
accredited representatives, and 12 paralegals and
legal assistants (Table C). As discussed in the

14Metropolitan areas listed are using the 2013 definitions for
metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) from the US Office of
Management and Budget (OMB).
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recommendations, CMS can furnish public agencies
and CBOs with information on legal capacity and
data on immigrants in their communities, allowing
them to conduct their own analyses.15

Table 3 shows the number of charitable legal immi-
gration organizations and legal professionals for the
15 largest US counties by population. Together,
these counties are home to one-third of the nation’s
undocumented residents, but only 25 percent of its
charitable legal professionals.

Table 4 shows the number of undocumented residents
for each category of legal professional. It indicates that the
greatest charitable immigration legal capacity– defined by
“all legal professionals”— is in King’s County (668
undocumented residents per legal professionals), Cook
County (917) and San Diego County (998), and the
least capacity is in San Bernardino County (6,178),
Clark County (4,747), Riverside County (4,625),
Tarrant County (3,955) and Dallas County (3,939). The
table also identifies large counties in which particular cat-
egories of legal professionals can be found at high and
low rates. Thus, San Diego County has an accredited rep-
resentative for every 2,376 undocumented residents, com-
pared to Harris County, which has an accredited
represented for every 14,246 undocumented residents.
Finally, the table shows far fewer attorneys than accred-
ited representative in Maricopa County and Orange
County, and the opposite in Kings County, Los
Angeles County, and Miami-Dade County.

Methodology and Data Sources
The US Undocumented Population
CMS derived its estimates of the US undocumented
population from the detailed data collected in the
US Census Bureau’s 2019 American Community
Survey (ACS). It assigned legal status to each noncit-
izen in the survey based on the methodology
described in Warren (2021, 38–43). This methodol-
ogy allows CMS to produce estimates by state,
county, metropolitan area, and public use microdata
area (PUMA) (roughly 100,000 persons). CMS does
not report numbers that round to less than 500

because the sampling variability is too large for
samples below that number. The paper compares
charitable legal capacity by state and for the largest
15 MAs and counties. Limiting the analysis to
these geographic areas reduces measurement error.
It also allows for examination of a critical mass of
charitable immigration legal programs and undocu-
mented immigrants.

Charitable Immigration Legal Capacity
CMS initiated this study in collaboration Ready to
Stay, a national coalition of agencies devoted to build-
ing legal and other community-based capacity in
response to special legal status programs and in antic-
ipation of a larger legalization program. CMS com-
bined, harmonized and supplemented the three data
sources (described below) to compile a dataset with
the fields and variables set forth in Table D. It also
added several hundred programs that do not appear
in any of these sources.

EOIR’s OLAP maintains the “Recognized
Organizations and Accredited Representatives
Roster by State and City.” Between 2018 and 2020,
OLAP updated the DOJ/EOIR roster, removing inac-
tive agencies and accredited staff. Over roughly the
same period, DOJ/EOIR recognition and accredita-
tion processing times increased from: 77 to 158.5
days between 2018 and 2019-2020 for first time rec-
ognition requests; 75.5 days to 262 days between
2017-2018 and 2019-2020 for renewal applications;
and by 40 percent for approved initial applications
for full and partial accreditation and longer for
rejected applications (CLINIC 2021a).

The roster contains the names and addresses of rec-
ognized agencies and their sub-offices, recognition
and expiration dates, partially and fully accredited
representatives by name, and accreditation expiration
dates. It does not contain information on attorneys
that work in recognized offices or charitable immigra-
tion legal agencies that are not recognized. The latter
includes charitable legal programs with attorneys,
paralegals and legal assistants, but not accredited rep-
resentatives. The roster does not indicate the location
of accredited representatives in recognized agencies
with multiple offices. To address these gaps, CMS
supplemented information from the DOJ/EOIR
roster with (available) listings of attorneys by office

15To request detailed information on particular immigrant com-
munities, please see CMS’s Data Request Form at https://
cmsny.org/cms-data-request-form/ .
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and the locations of accredited representatives by sub-
office. The DOJ/EOIR roster is updated periodically.
CMS used the roster dated March 7, 2022.

The Catholic Legal Immigration Network, Inc.
(CLINIC) provides direct representation in select
cases and training and support to Catholic and
other community-based legal immigration programs
in 49 states and Washington, DC. Its affiliates serve
nearly 500,000 immigrants per year. CLINIC’s
directory is current through September 2021 and
contains supplemental information from an affiliate
survey in early 2022. The directory includes the
member organization’s name, zip code, and the
number (but not names) of partially and fully

accredited representatives (both full and part time
staff) by office and sub-office. It does not contain
information on attorneys in these offices. CMS
updated select CLINIC affiliate information
through website searches and information from the
two other directories.

The Immigrant Advocates Network (IAN) main-
tains the third directory used in this study. IAN is a
program of Pro Bono Net that seeks to expand
“access to immigration legal resources and informa-
tion through collaboration and technology” (IAN
2022). IAN’s partner agencies update their entries in
the directory on different time-lines. CMS has
attempted to update them further via website searches

Table 4. Number of Undocumented Immigrants per Legal Professional by Largest US Counties.

County, state Fully

accredited

reps

Partially

accredited

reps

Total

reps

Attorneys Paralegals and

legal assistants

Total reps and

attorneys

All legal

professionals

Los Angeles County,

California

33,466 7,012 5,578 3,980 5,454 2,323 1,629

Harris County,

Texas

94,026 16,790 14,246 7,123 5,531 4,749 2,555

Dallas County, Texas 57,113 11,817 9,791 12,692 13,707 5,527 3,939

Cook County,

Illinois

16,897 3,696 2,957 2,075 3,696 1,219 917

Miami-Dade

County, Florida

65,856 16,464 13,171 3,466 5,987 2,744 1,882

Orange County,

California

63,890 4,078 3,758 11,979 38,334 2,861 2,662

Maricopa County,

Arizona

23,660 5,915 4,507 27,040 23,660 3,863 3,321

Queens County,

New York

179,016 17,902 16,274 3,443 5,775 2,842 1,904

Clark County,

Nevada

151,911 151,911 75,955 7,995 13,810 7,234 4,747

San Diego County,

California

9,842 3,132 2,376 2,600 5,103 1,241 998

Kings County,

New York

17,086 3,858 3,147 1,220 2,781 879 668

Tarrant County,

Texas

118,664 11,866 10,788 6,245 3,955 3,955

King County,

Washington

58,766 2,260 2,177 2,671 11,753 1,199 1,088

San Bernardino

County, California

27,800 18,533 7,943 111,201 37,067 7,413 6,178

Riverside County,

California

106,373 7,092 6,648 35,458 26,593 5,599 4,625

Total 15 Counties 37,024 7,009 5,754 4,476 7,038 2,518 1,854
US Total 37,361 6,249 5,221 3,158 5,016 1,968 1,413

See Kerwin, Pacas andWarren (2022) for estimated numbers of undocumented immigrants. Dataset is available at CMS at http://data.

cmsny.org/.
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for select programs through March 2022. The IAN
directory includes the names and addresses of organi-
zations, their service areas (national, state, county,
proximity to detention centers), recognized agencies
and the number of legal staff (attorneys, paralegals,
legal assistants, and partially and fully accredited rep-
resentatives) working at particular offices.16 CMS
attempted to identify the names of accredited repre-
sentatives and other information on organizations
listed in the IAN directory through their websites.
When a conflict existed between information on an
agency in the IAN directory and information on the
agency’s website. CMS used the more current infor-
mation from the website.

Some charitable immigration legal programs and
professionals do not appear in any of the three direc-
tories/rosters. As CMS’s research team learned about
such programs, it searched their websites and added
them to the project’s dataset.

The study’s proxy for legal need – the undocu-
mented – covers a significant category of low-income
immigrants. The study’s methodology allowed it to
compile a large percentage of charitable immigration
legal programs and professionals. These programs, in
turn, meet a disproportionately high share of the legal
immigration needs of low-income immigrants.

The study is not exhaustive. It does not capture the
work of pro bono attorneys, small immigration firms,
solo practitioners, law school clinics or corporate
legal counsel that represent low-income immigrants.
In addition, it does not account for the baleful influ-
ence of notarios, who practice immigration law
without authorization at little risk of sanction or pros-
ecution.17 Nor does it closely match the work of indi-
vidual legal programs to the particular groups of
immigrants they represent. Some charitable agencies –
by point of their location, history, or staff – prioritize
certain types of cases and serve particular immigrant
communities at high rates, but not other low-income
populations. That said, the study offers an invaluable

window on the need for greater legal capacity for low-
income immigrants.

Recommendations
This study identifies a widespread shortage of charitable
immigration legal programs and professionals.
Nationally, it finds one charitable legal professional per
1,413 undocumented persons, and far less capacity in:

• States such as Alabama (6,656 undocumented
per legal professional), Hawaii (4,506), Kansas
(3,010), Georgia (2,853), New Jersey (2,687),
Florida (2,681), North Carolina (2,671),
Virginia (2,634), and Arizona (2,561).

• Metropolitan areas such as Riverside-San
Bernardino-Ontario (5,307), Dallas-Fort
Worth-Arlington (4,436), Phoenix-Mesa-
Scottsdale (3,439) and Houston-The
Woodlands-Sugar Land (3,009).

• San Bernardino County (6,178), Clark County
(4,747), Riverside County (4,625), Tarrant
County (3,955) and Dallas County (3,939).

It finds significant variances in charitable legal immi-
gration capacity between states with large undocu-
mented populations and between those with fewer
undocumented immigrants. It also finds wide variances
in the prevalence of different categories of legal profes-
sionals in different jurisdictions. Its findings argue for
the expansion and growth of charitable immigration
legal programs for low-income immigrants throughout
the country, but particularly in places with less capac-
ity and at times of elevated need in immigrant commu-
nities. To that end, it offers five recommendations.

First, Congress, states, localities, private foundations
and charitable agencies should commit to expanding
immigration legal programs in response to the
day-to-day needs of immigrant communities. This need
will be particularly acute in response to opportunities
(such as special legal status programs) and crises (such
as immigration crackdowns) in immigrant communities.

This broad recommendation, however, comes
with a caveat. Charitable immigration legal pro-
grams have always struggled to sustain themselves,
cobbling together funding from numerous sources,
including modest client fees (Guilfoyle 2017, 112–
18). Despite these challenges, these programs have

16The DOJ/EOIR roster and CLINIC directory do not list para-
legals and legal assistants.

17H.R. Rep. No. 116-553, Fight Notario Fraud Act of 2020,
116th Cong., 2d Sess. (2019-2020). (House Judiciary
Committee). https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CRPT-
116hrpt533/html/CRPT-116hrpt533.htm
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grown in number, expertise and sophistication. Their
diverse funding sources have immunized them from
sharp losses in capacity like those suffered by feder-
ally funded refugee resettlement agencies during the
Trump administration (Kerwin and Nicholson 2020,
4–6). Charitable legal programs need more funding,
including from federal, state and local government
sources. However, they should also remain resourceful
and resilient, and should avoid becoming overly
dependent on government funding.

Funding for charitable immigrant-serving agencies
should be flexible and responsive to the needs of local
communities. It should permit, if not require, legal
screening of undocumented residents who may be
eligible for permanent status under existing law,
given the cascading benefits of legal status to immi-
grants, families and communities. Immigrants can
lose, gain or advance in status over time. Large
numbers of new LPRs each year, for example, for-
merly lacked immigration status (Jasso et al. 2008).
Thus, legal screening of the undocumented, even of
the same undocumented persons over time, can iden-
tify a significant percentage eligible for immigration-
related benefits or relief.

Second, CMS conducted extensive research on
individual agencies that appear in the DOJ/EOIR
roster and the IAN and CLINIC directories. If charita-
ble legal networks harmonized their data fields
(Table D) and collection practices, it would lead to
improved legal capacity and needs studies. Private
foundations should support dialogue between legal
immigration networks, providers and researchers on
the possibility of more coordinated data collection.
They should also support additional studies on immi-
grant legal needs and capacity, particularly if data col-
lection can be harmonized.

Third, DHS/USCIS should regularly report on rep-
resentation rates and outcomes in cases involving
USCIS applications, petitions and immigration
benefit requests. Such reports would contribute
important baseline information regarding the legal
needs of immigrants and the impact of legal represen-
tation on case outcomes.

Fourth, this study focuses on states and large MAs
and counties. Immigrants, however, experience legal
need locally. They can either access (or not) pro bono
or low-cost legal services in their immediate communi-
ties. In an earlier partnership with Ready to Stay, CMS

created a technical support function that offers custom-
ized data on specific immigrant populations in response
to requests from immigrant-serving public agencies and
CBOs.18 These profiles include estimates on country of
nationality, immigration status, income, languages
spoken, time in the United States, and homeownership
by city, county and PUMA. This demographic data can
be coupled with CMS information on charitable immi-
gration programs to assess legal need, and to make the
case for expanded capacity. Localities and CBOs
should avail themselves of these tools.

Fifth, at a time of immense legal immigration needs,
the Biden administration, Congress and DOJ/EOIR
should commit to reducing the time it takes to adjudi-
cate recognition and accreditation applications. In par-
ticular, Congress should appropriate sufficient monies
to DOJ/EOIR for this purpose. Recognized charitable
immigration agencies should, in turn, expand their
numbers of accredited representatives and invest in
training to allow partially accredited representatives
become fully accredited.

Some criticize these programs for their focus on
services (at the supposed expense of systemic change)
and others for assisting undocumented and other immi-
grants. Both criticisms are misplaced. These programs
improve the life trajectories of countless immigrants
and US families each year. They support immigrant
communities in times of hardship and of opportunity.
In an era when badly needed reforms of the US immi-
gration system have proven politically elusive, they
provide a measure of access to justice, assisting immi-
grants to secure status, relief and benefits for which
they are eligible under the law.
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Table B. Number of Undocumented Immigrants per Category of Legal Professional by State.

State Fully
accredited

reps

Partially
accredited

reps

Total
reps

Attorneys Paralegals and
legal assistants

Total reps
and

attorneys

All legal
professionals

Total: All States 37,361 6,249 5,221 3,158 5,016 1,968 1,413

California 30,846 5,864 4,791 3,876 5,574 2,142 1,548
Texas 40,494 12,204 9,378 6,575 6,341 3,865 2,401

Florida 70,679 14,136 9,718 5,890 9,967 3,667 2,681
New York 23,766 3,775 3,257 952 2,050 737 542

New Jersey 53,396 10,171 8,543 7,003 8,899 3,848 2,687
Illinois 20,613 3,766 3,133 3,013 4,502 1,536 1,145

Georgia 82,734 11,819 10,342 8,072 7,696 4,533 2,853
North Carolina 152,229 6,766 6,478 8,457 9,821 3,668 2,671
Washington 137,535 2,958 2,697 3,275 14,477 1,479 1,342

Virginia 260,722 10,028 9,656 4,345 21,727 2,997 2,634
Arizona 32,328 5,278 4,383 12,931 11,756 3,274 2,561

Maryland 32,994 12,156 8,554 4,358 6,999 2,887 2,044
Nevada 59,689 29,844 19,896 3,444 6,175 2,936 1,990

Massachusetts 35,489 4,550 4,033 1,706 1,355 1,199 636
Pennsylvania 25,967 3,895 3,387 2,134 3,387 1,309 944

Colorado 29,276 5,630 4,722 3,570 9,759 2,033 1,683
Tennessee 8,681 8,681 5,209 6,854 3,256 2,207

Michigan 37,818 4,364 3,912 1,112 5,403 866 746
Oregon 21,117 5,866 4,591 2,779 4,399 1,731 1,242

Connecticut 17,269 4,317 3,140 2,878 3,700 1,502 1,068
South Carolina 9,999 9,999 2,222 4,762 1,818 1,316

Ohio 16,450 7,592 5,195 2,467 3,655 1,673 1,148
Indiana 48,614 3,136 2,946 4,630 5,402 1,801 1,350

Utah 30,229 8,244 6,478 8,244 4,122 3,627 1,929
Oklahoma 86,251 5,750 5,391 2,782 2,614 1,835 1,078

Minnesota 4,404 4,404 1,239 3,303 967 748
Wisconsin 5,889 5,889 4,785 9,569 2,640 2,069

Kansas 5,557 5,557 12,040 14,448 3,802 3,010
Arkansas 60,028 4,288 3,335 15,007 10,005 2,729 2,144

Alabama 29,953 9,984 7,488 59,906 7,488 6,656
Louisiana 7,250 9,666 4,143 1,160 1,611 906 580

New Mexico 26,213 3,277 2,913 3,495 4,766 1,589 1,191
Kentucky 50,419 8,403 7,203 900 3,151 800 638

Missouri 24,791 3,099 2,610 5,509 3,099 1,771 1,127
Iowa 2,223 2,001 488 4,001 392 357

Nebraska 19,709 1,516 1,408 1,359 1,971 692 512
Hawaii 6,308 6,308 31,541 31,541 5,257 4,506

Delaware 5,837 4,865 1,459 1,717 1,123 679
Idaho 5,611 2,550 1,753 5,611 2,338 1,336 850

Rhode Island 26,198 1,541 1,455 8,733 26,198 1,248 1,191
Mississippi 19,483 4,871 3,897 2,435 3,247 1,499 1,025
District of

Columbia

1,360 1,360 147 644 133 110

(continued)
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Table B. (continued)

State Fully

accredited
reps

Partially

accredited
reps

Total

reps

Attorneys Paralegals and

legal assistants

Total reps

and
attorneys

All legal

professionals

New
Hampshire

2,980 2,980 1,490 2,980 993 745

North Dakota
South Dakota 1,763 1,763 1,763 1,410 882 542

Wyoming 5,985 5,985 998 352 855 249
Maine 872 872 364 1,091 257 208

Vermont 3,525 3,525 881 1,763 705 504
Alaska 3,487 3,487 697 581 581

West Virginia 133 200 133 80
Montana 289 289 866 866 217 173

See Kerwin, Pacas and Warren (2022) for estimated numbers of undocumented immigrants. Dataset is available at http://data.cmsny.

org/.

Table C. Total Number of Organizations, Legal Professionals and Undocumented Immigrant Population in Omaha,
Nebraska.

City,
State

Organizations Fully
accredited

reps

Partially
accredited

reps

Total
reps

Attorneys Paralegals
and legal

assistants

All legal
professionals

Undocumented
immigrant

population

Omaha,

NE

6 2 10 12 21 12 45 21,800

See Kerwin, Pacas and Warren (2022) for estimated numbers of undocumented immigrants. Dataset is available at http://data.cmsny.

org/.
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Table D. A Side-by-Side Comparison of the Fields in the CMS Dataset, DOJ/EOIR Roster and CLINIC and IAN
Directories.

Information CMS CLINIC IAN DOJ

Organization
Organization name x x x x

State x x x
County x

City x x x
Zip code x x x x

Whether an organization is recognized by DOJ x x
Date recognized x

Recognition expiration date x
Organization status (whether it is active) x
Organization office type (primary or extension) x

Whether the organization is national x
Organizations’ full address x x

DOJ/EOIR Accredited Representatives
Number of DOJ/EOIR fully accredited representatives x x x

Number of DOJ/ EOIR partially accredited representative x x x
Total number of DOJ/ EOIR accredited representative x x

Whether representatives work full time or part time x
Accredited representatives’ names x x

Accredited representatives’ names by office type x
Accreditation expiration date x

Representative status (whether accreditation is active) x
Attorneys
Number of attorneys x x
Attorney names x

Paralegals and Legal assistants
Number of paralegal/legal assistant x x

Paralegal/legal assistant names x
Other
Organization ID x
States served x

Counties served x
Detention facilities served x

Provide immigration services x
Network affiliations x

Other network affiliations x
Last update x
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Table E. Distribution by State of All Legal Professionals per 1,000 Undocumented Immigrants.

State All legal professionals per 1,000

undocumented immigrants

Undocumented

immigrant population

California 0.6 2,251,800

Texas 0.4 1,781,800

Florida 0.4 777,500

New York 1.8 641,700

New Jersey 0.4 427,200

Illinois 0.9 391,600

Georgia 0.4 330,900

North Carolina 0.4 304,500

Washington 0.7 275,100

Virginia 0.4 260,700

Arizona 0.4 258,600

Maryland 0.5 231,000

Nevada 0.5 179,100

Massachusetts 1.6 177,400

Pennsylvania 1.1 155,800

Colorado 0.6 146,400

Tennessee 0.5 130,200

Michigan 1.3 113,500

Oregon 0.8 105,600

Connecticut 0.9 103,600

South Carolina 0.8 100,000

Ohio 0.9 98,700

Indiana 0.7 97,200

Utah 0.5 90,700

Oklahoma 0.9 86,300

Minnesota 1.3 79,300

Wisconsin 0.5 76,600

Kansas 0.3 72,200

Arkansas 0.5 60,000

Alabama 0.2 59,900

Louisiana 1.7 58,000

New Mexico 0.8 52,400

Kentucky 1.6 50,400

Missouri 0.9 49,600

Iowa 2.8 40,000

Nebraska 2.0 39,400

Hawaii 0.2 31,500

Delaware 1.5 29,200

Idaho 1.2 28,100

Rhode Island 0.8 26,200

Mississippi 1.0 19,500

District of Columbia 9.1 12,200

New Hampshire 1.3 11,900

North Dakota 7,300

South Dakota 1.8 7,100

Wyoming 4.0 6,000

Maine 4.8 4,400

Vermont 2.0 3,500

Alaska 1.7 3,500

West Virginia 12.5 3,200

Montana 5.8 900

See Kerwin, Pacas and Warren (2022) for estimated numbers of undocumented immigrants.

Dataset is available at http://data.cmsny.org/.

214 Journal on Migration and Human Security 10(3)

http://data.cmsny.org/
http://data.cmsny.org/

	 Introduction
	 The Work of Charitable Immigration Legal Programs
	 Research Findings
	 Methodology and Data Sources
	 The US Undocumented Population
	 Charitable Immigration Legal Capacity

	 Recommendations
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


