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Background 
Over the past fifteen years, there has been a precipitous increase in the number of people 
criminally prosecuted for crossing our borders.  Operation Streamline was officially initiated 
by the Department of Homeland Security in partnership with the Department of Justice in 
2005. The purpose of this operation is to prosecute entry-related offenses by immigrants in 
jurisdictions along the southwest border such as in Tucson, Arizona and San Diego, 
California. Under this initiative, the government charges first-time entrants with a 
misdemeanor for “illegal entry” and repeated entrants with a felony of “illegal re-entry.” In 
order to expedite increased numbers of prosecutions and deportations, Operation 
Streamline courts process up to 80 people at a time (Greene, Carson & Black, 2016; Lydgate, 
2010).  
 
While Operation Streamline was started under the Bush administration, increased 
prosecutions did not accelerate until 2008.  Between 1993 and 2003, illegal entry 
prosecutions fluctuated from 577 to 4400 prosecutions each year.  From 2004-2007, 
prosecutions for illegal entry increased to an annual  peak of 18,000.  From 2008-2015, 
prosecutions for illegal entry ranged from 36,000 to 49,700 annually (Green, Carson & Black, 
2016). During this most recent period, all federal entry-related prosecutions—including 
illegal re-entry and unlawful use of illegal documents--ranged from 75,000 to 97,000 
annually (American Immigration Council, 2018).  
 
In 2015, these entry-related offenses accounted for at least half of federal court 
prosecutions, which have been clogging federal prisons (Human Rights First, 2017; Greene, 
Carson & Black, 2016). For misdemeanors, immigrants can be sentenced with up to 6 
months in prison; and for felonies, immigrants can be sentenced with up to 2 years. Longer 
sentences can be imposed for people with longer criminal histories.   
 
This explosion in the prosecution of immigration-related charges has led to ballooning costs 
for taxpayers.  Between 2005 and 2015 it cost an estimated $7 billion to incarcerate 
immigrants in federal prisons (Greene, Carson & Black, 2016). Additional costs such as 
appointed public defenders, judicial resources and administrative court costs are estimated 
at millions of dollars per month (American Immigration Council, 2018; National Immigration 
Forum, 2012). 
 
The bulk prosecution of immigrants also undermines human rights, refugee treaty 
obligations, and the constitutional rights of defendants (Human Rights First, 2017).  In 
Arizona, defendants are brought into court and tried in five-point restraints.  They have 
proceedings translated into Spanish through headsets.  The judge reads a script that 
includes questions requiring rote answers of yes/sí to plead guilty.   
 
The federal courts in California, however, resisted the adoption of Operation Streamline for 
over ten years. In 2018, under the Trump administration, the Department of Justice initiated 
a “zero-tolerance” policy, requiring federal prosecutors along the Southwest Border to 
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prosecute all illegal entry and reentry offenses referred by the Department of Homeland 
Security. In response to skyrocketing caseloads, the California federal courts implemented 
Operation Streamline, initially following the same prosecution practices of courts in other 
parts of the southwest border that combine arraignment and pleas into the same day 
(Preston, 2018, Spagat, 2018).  After several months, however, the California district court 
judges decided to create a five-day delay between arraignment and pleas (.Rivlin-Nadler, 
2018).          
 
This report describes the findings from observations of Streamline courts and interviews 
with 46 defendants who were processed in the Arizona and California courts.  While there 
are minor differences between the two Streamline models, we find that both courts 
undermine the due process rights of immigrants. 
  
 
Research on Operation Streamline 
Ceres Policy Research has partnered with Federal Defenders in San Diego and the 
Immigrant Rights Clinic at New York University School of Law to document whether the 
practices adopted by Operation Streamline courts in Arizona and California are undermining 
the due process rights of immigrants. We observed hearings in Tucson, Arizona and 
collected structured questionnaire data from 46 defendants across both states to broadly 
determine if guilty pleas processed through Operation Streamline were voluntary, knowing, 
and intelligent. 
  
Our questionnaire asked defendants about coercive practices in border patrol stations, lack 
of knowledge of the court process, and lack of knowledge of the consequences of a guilty 
plea that may have influenced them to enter a guilty plea and waive their rights. In order to 
obtain this information, we asked about the circumstances of their arrest by border patrol 
officers, living conditions in the border patrol facilities, their access to food, sleep and 
hygiene, the treatment they received, their access to and relationship with their attorney, 
conditions in the courtroom, their understanding of the judge and the court process more 
generally, and their knowledge of the plea they entered and its consequences (See 
Appendix A for the full survey). 
 
 
Respondents 
Ceres staff conducted 46 interviews in the United States and Mexico along the California 
and Arizona borders. These respondents varied across location, age, gender, race and 
ethnicity, language skill, and country of origin: 
 

● 22 respondents were along the California border and 24 were along the Arizona 
border. 

● Respondents varied in age from 18-62, with an average age of 32.3 years old. 
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● Respondents varied across gender, with 80% of respondents identifying as men, 
17.8% identifying as women, and 2.2% identifying as transgender. 

● Race and ethnic identity were very layered and didn’t always correspond with 
U.S. categories. Interestingly, 17.9% of respondents identified as part of the 
African diaspora and 33.4% of respondents identified as indigenous.1  

● 84.8% of respondents were comfortable speaking in Spanish, 6.5% were 
comfortable speaking in Spanish and English, 6.6% were only comfortable 
speaking in another indigenous language, and 2.2% spoke an indigenous 
language along with Spanish. 

● 75.6% of respondents stated that they were from Mexico, 8.9% were from 
Honduras, 8.9% were from Guatemala, 4.4% were from El Salvador, and 2.2% were 
from Ecuador. 
 

 
Findings Highlights 
In analyzing the observation and survey data, we show that poor pre-hearing conditions and 
Streamline court procedures combined with limited access to defenders to consistently 
undermine the ability of men and women to make pleas that are knowing, voluntary, and 
intelligent. We share our detailed findings below. 
 
 Degrading and Dehumanizing Pre-Hearing Conditions 

Ceres staff found evidence that the immigrants we spoke to were held in degrading 
and dehumanizing conditions. When asked about basic rights, 80.4% of respondents 
were not allowed to shower, given enough food to satisfy their hunger, given 
medical attention when asked, or given clean clothes. 88.6% of immigrants described 
conditions that were otherwise degrading and dehumanizing, such as being held in 
dirty cells and being denied access to sunlight during the day. 

 
Being allowed to sleep is particularly important if the courts are required to ensure 
that defendants understand court proceedings. 82.6% of immigrants described 
conditions that undermined their ability to sleep. The majority of respondents 
indicated they (1) were subject to cold temperatures in the facility, (2) had no access 
to blankets; and (3) were held in facilities where bright lights were on all night. 

 
The way that immigrants were treated by guards and staff in the facility created 
conditions that were coercive. 80.5% of respondents reported being intimidated, 
verbally or physically abused or neglected by guards during their time at the border 
patrol facility. In addition, despite being charged with very low-level illegal crossing 
of the border misdemeanors and felonies, 90.9% of respondents reported being 

                                                
1 We categorized people as having a Black identity or being part of the African diaspora if they 
identified as Black, Afro-descendent, Afro-Latino, or West Indian.  We categorized people as 
indigenous if they identified as Mixtec, Nahuatl, Zapotec, Maya, Tzeltal, or Mam. 
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shackled at least once on the way to court or leaving court. Even more disturbing, 
54.5% of defendants were shackled using five-point restraints during court.2 

 
While Streamline was designed to shorten the length of time individuals are 
processed through court, these conditions can continue interminably for some 
people—particularly if they come from countries other than Mexico. 31.8% of 
respondents reported spending more than a week in a border patrol facility, which 
included the following lengths: 

 
● 1 to 3 weeks (13.6%) 
● 1 month (4.5%) 
● More than a month (4.5%) 
● 1 year (4.5%) 
● More than 1 year (4.5%) 

 
Court Proceedings that Undermine Knowing, Intelligent, and Voluntary Pleas 
After being arrested and detained under inhumane conditions, immigrants being 
processed through Streamline court are processed swiftly using structured scripts 
that undermine the court’s obligation to ensure that defendants understand that they 
are pleading guilty and the consequences of those pleas. 
 
The Ceres survey shows that only 37.1% of respondents understood that they were 
going through a criminal court. The majority of defendants either thought that they 
were in an immigration court, a combined immigration and criminal court, or in a civil 
court. 
 
And while 83.3% of people understood that they pleaded “guilty”, few defendants 
understood the meaning of a guilty plea and other details of the proceedings.  In 
fact, defendants had such a limited understanding of the meaning of a guilty plea 
that only  

 
● 19.6% of defendants understood they would get a conviction; 
● 37% understood they would be deported after pleading guilty; and 
● 15.2% understood that their guilty plea would result in foregoing their option to 

claim asylum.   
 
This lack of understanding is grounded in the arcane proceedings of Streamline 
court.  Within Streamline courts, defendants are brought in front of the judge in 

                                                
2 A five-point restraint consists of leg shackles and handcuffs linked to a belly band by a 15 inch 
chain.  Notably, the use of these restraints by federal marshals were struck down by the Ninth District 
Court of Appeals for undermining the dignity and decorum of court (Dolan, 2015). 
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groups of 10 people at a time.  They are then each asked the following scripted 
questions in English: 
 
● “Do you understand the charge against you?” 
● “Do you understand that you are giving up your rights?” 
● “Do you voluntarily plead guilty?” 
 
The questions are translated into Spanish through headsets that each of the 
defendants is wearing.  In response to the questions, the defendants were not 
allowed to ask questions about the charge or rights that they are giving up.  Instead, 
they are only allowed to answer yes/sí or no before the next person was asked the 
same questions, creating an assembly-line structure for guilty pleas.   
 
The process is so confusing that 45.7% of respondents did not remember being 
asked at least one of the standard plea questions during court.  Of more concern, 
52.2% of respondents reported they did not understand that they were renouncing 
rights as a result of their plea. When asked about the specific rights that defendants 
were pressured to relinquish, only 47.8% of respondents knew they were giving up 
the right to 

 
● defend themselves against charges (23.9%) 
● go to trial (21.7%) 
● appeal their conviction (23.9%) 
● request asylum or other immigration options (32.6%)  

 
Within this context, one-on-one conversations initiated by judges are also the 
exception rather than the rule. Out of the 45.9% of respondents who were given an 
opportunity to speak to the judge during court, only 25% reported being able to share 
their reasons for migrating to the U.S. Of most concern, 10.9% of all defendants 
wished to share that it was unsafe for them to return to their country of origin.  An 
additional 10.9% of defendants expected to be processed as an asylee after criminal 
court.  As such, over one-fifth of Streamline defendants were pressured or 
manipulated by the production-line structure of Streamline to plead guilty to an 
illegal entry offense when they may have been eligible for asylum; or entitled to 
withholding of removal or relief under the Convention Against Torture. 

 
Lack of Time and Privacy with Defense Attorneys 
Federal defenders serving people charged with illegal entry offenses within 
Operation Streamline courts do not always have the resources or time to fully 
explain their role, the court procedures, or the consequences of guilty pleas.  

 
Defendants who proceed through Operation Streamline all receive a defense 
attorney, either through the federal public defender system or the Criminal Justice 
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Act (“CJA”) panel. Observations and the interviews in California and Arizona indicated 
that defendants rarely had the opportunity to meet in private with their attorneys.  
Rather, people met their defense attorneys for the first time in small rooms or 
parking lots, often in the presence of guards.  Among those who remember meeting 
with an attorney, defendants reported meeting with an attorney for less than an hour. 
 
There were, however, many respondents who reported not having an attorney.  In 
fact, 43.6% of respondents reported that they never met with an attorney while they 
were in detention, right before court, or during court.  This is a measure of 
defendant’s understanding of court process and actors rather than whether they 
actually had an attorney present in court. 

 
Immigrants who reported having attorneys were more likely to 
 
• feel like they had a choice on how to plead (85% compared with 50%) 
• feel they had pled the way they wanted (68% compared with 38%). 

 
As such, a lack of time and privacy prior to court disrupts the attorney-client 
relationship.  This disruption is so extreme that close to half of people going through 
Streamline don’t even realize that they have an attorney.  
 
 By changing these practices, courts could provide defendants with private spaces 
and a longer time with their attorneys.  While this would not change dehumanizing 
pre-hearing conditions or confusing court proceedings—which are present in both 
courts, defendants would at least have a clearer understanding of whether they had 
an attorney, an understanding of the consequences of their guilty pleas, a feeling 
that they had a choice on how to plea and that they had pleaded the way they 
wanted.   
 
Different Streamline Models Both Undermine Due Process 
In addition to a lack of privacy prior to arraignment, there are other important 
differences between the Arizona and California courts.  Defendants in Arizona are 
processed with groups of 50-80 people and offer their pleas on the same day they 
are arraigned.  In contrast, defendants are processed in groups of 10-20 people in 
California and are given a five-day delay between arraignment and their plea.    
 
In Arizona, these larger groups are brought into the court and seated together.   
Groups of ten people at a time are read the scripted plea colloquies and then taken 
back to their seats while the others are processed ten people at a time.  In California, 
smaller groups of ten to twenty people are brought into court at a time, read 
structured scripts, and then escorted out. 
 



 
 

 8 

Given some of these differences, the one-day Arizona defendants are more likely to 
report being in court for more than 30 minutes (73% compared with 42% of California 
defendants) and remembering all of the plea questions (67% compared with 41% in 
California). 
 

 At the same time, one-day Arizona defendants were less likely to: 
 

● know they were in criminal court  
● know they renounced rights as a result of their plea  
● understand the consequences of their plea  

 
This suggests that the less personal, repetitive structure of the Arizona same-day 
Streamline courts allowed defendants to remember the specific questions from the 
court script.   They were nonetheless less likely to understand the more crucial details 
of where they were and the consequences of their pleas. As such, neither the 
California or Arizona model guarantees that immigrants are being given due process 
protections. 

 
Understanding Differences Across Race, Country of Origin, Gender, and Location 
of Court 
Beyond understanding broad trends in experience, Ceres also completed statistics 
tests to determine whether experiences varied across race, country of origin, and 
gender. We found that: 

 
Race 
Compared with other immigrants, immigrants who identify as Black or 
otherwise part of the African diaspora are less likely to report meeting with an 
attorney at least once while in detention, right before court or during court 
(20% vs 63%) or to remember the plea questions (29% vs 66%). 

 
Country of Origin 
Compared with immigrants from Mexico, non-Mexican immigrants are less 
likely to know they were in criminal court (9% vs 50%). 

 
Gender 
Compared with men, immigrant women are less likely to know they were in 
criminal court (10% vs 48%). 

 
 
Conclusion 
In summary, we found that at least 80% of defendants in Operation Streamline have 
experienced dehumanizing and degrading pre-hearing conditions.  At the same time, less 
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than half of defendants fully understood what court they were being processed through, 
which rights they were renouncing, or the consequences of their guilty pleas. 
 
Among people being processed through Streamline, over one-fifth of defendants were 
pressured or manipulated to plead guilty to an illegal entry offense when they may have 
been eligible for asylum; or entitled to withholding of removal or relief under the Convention 
Against Torture. 
 
Notably, the Arizona and California courts are processing defendants using different 
practices.  The less personal, production-line structure of the Arizona court made it less 
likely that defendants understood what court they were being processed through and the 
consequences of their plea.  In particular, only: 
 

● 19.6% of defendants understood they would get a conviction; 
● 37% understood they would be deported after pleading guilty; and 
● 15.2% understood that their guilty plea would result in foregoing their option to 

claim asylum.   
 
On other survey measures, there were no differences across the states.  This lack of 
difference between models clearly shows that defendants in both states experienced 
dehumanizing and degrading pre-hearing conditions and confusing and impersonal court 
procedures that undermine the ability to offer knowing, intelligent and voluntary pleas—key 
due process protections. 
 
If the federal government insists on continuing to pursue illegal entry prosecutions, dramatic 
changes in pre-hearing detention conditions within border patrol facilities are urgently 
needed for the safety of defendants as well as the guarantee that people are fit for trial.   
Since the structure of Operation Streamline courts also undermine the due process rights of 
defendants, they also must be seriously restructured. 
 
Our analyses across race, country of origin and gender also suggest that defense attorneys 
take extra time to ensure that people who identify as Black or part of the African diaspora, 
women, and immigrants from outside of Mexico understand where they are and what 
consequences they are facing. 
 
We provide these recommendations for change with the understanding that the political 
landscape around immigration reform is caustic and unlikely to change over the next two 
years.  At the same time, as experts on criminal justice reform, we are concerned about the 
time and resources being allocated to these very low-level misdemeanors and felonies.  If 
the federal government is interested in following best charging and sentencing practices 
within the larger criminal justice system, they must begin treating illegal entry offenses the 
same as other non-violent crimes:  they should consider returning to pre-2005 prosecution 
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levels, developing diversion programs, and sending defendants to alternatives to 
incarceration rather than federal prisons. 
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Appendix A:  Border Research Survey 
 

 
A1.  How old are you? 

 
______ years 

 
A2.  Country of origin?  

 

 
A3. What language are you most 
comfortable speaking? 

 
 
 ____________________________ 

 
A4.  What was your sex assigned at birth? 

 
 
Female          Male          Intersex  

 
A5.  What is your gender? 
(circle all that apply) 

 
 
Boy/Man         Girl/Women         Transgender        Two-Spirit        Nonbinary    
 
 (explain): 
 

 
A6. Who are you attracted to? 

 
Men               Women               Men and Women                 (explain): 
 

 
A7.  What is your race/ethnic identity? (i.e. 
white, black, Spanish, indigenous, mestizo) 

 
 

 
A8. Do any of the following identities 
describe you?  If so, circle all that apply.  

 
 
Black             Afro-descendant         Afro-Latino          West Indian            African         
    
Does not apply to me 
 

 
A9. Has anyone else assumed you were 
any of the identities listed in the question 
above? 

 
 
Yes              No                I’m  not sure  

 
A10. Do any of the following identities 
describe you?  If so, circle all that apply.  

Mixtec         Nahuatl         Mam        Zapotec       K’iche’/Quiche’       Maya            Mixe    
 
Garifuna       Mistiku         Pech         Tzeltal    Does not apply to me     
Other_______________ 

 
A11. Has anyone else assumed you were 
any of the identities listed in the question 
above? 

 
 
Yes              No                I’m  not sure  
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A12. What was your legal immigration 
status in the United States? (check one) 

❏ Undocumented        
❏ Lawful Permanent Resident        
❏ DACA        
❏ U-Visa 
❏ Temporary Protective Status     
❏ Refugee/Asylee       
❏ Other ______________________  

 
Arrest   

B1. When you were arrested, were you alone or with someone you know? (circle one)      Alone        With someone I know  

B2. If yes, who were you with?  
 
Companion         Friend        Son/Daughter        Spouse          Other relative__________________     Other person__________________ 

B3. If you were with someone, where were you taken? (circle one) 
 
The same border patrol facility      The same border patrol facility and later separated         We were separated 

 
Detention 

C1. How many people were you housed with and sharing space in detention?  (write in the number of people)     
  

C2. Check all that apply to the following statement. 
 

While in the border patrol facility… 
❏ I was NOT allowed to shower 
❏ I was NOT allowed to shower privately 
❏ I was NOT given enough food to satisfy my hunger 
❏ I was NOT provided sleeping items such as blankets, pillows and bedding 
❏ I was NOT given medical care if I requested it 
❏ I was NOT given clean clothes 
❏ The guards did NOT let me get enough sleep to feel rested 
❏ None of these apply to me 
❏ Other important information_______________________________________  

 
 
 
 

C3. Describe the border patrol station you were taken to. Check all that apply. 
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❏ Intimidating/Frightening    
❏ Neutral   
❏ Dirty      
❏ Cold     
❏ Hot        
❏ Dark (no access to light)       
❏ Bright (lights were always on)      
❏ I did not have access to the outside (natural sunlight/fresh air)  
❏ I slept outside in a tent 
❏ Crowded 
❏ Other__________________________________________________________ 

C4. How long were you in the station? Circle one. 
 

A. A week or less     B. 1-3 weeks      C. 1 month    D.  More than 1 month     E. 1 year    F.  More than 1 year  

C5. Check all that apply to the following statement.  
 

“I would describe the guard’s treatment of me as …” 
❏ Intimidating 
❏ Verbally abusive 
❏ Physically abusive 
❏ Sexually abusive 
❏ Negligent 
❏ Some guards treated me well and others didn’t 
❏ None of these 
❏ Other__________________________________________ 

 

C6. Check all that apply to the following statement.  
 
“I would describe the treatment of other detainees from the guards as…” 

❏ Intimidating 
❏ Verbally abusive 
❏ Physically abusive 
❏ Sexually abusive 
❏ Negligent 
❏ Some guards treated detainees well and others didn’t 
❏ I did not see how guards treated detainees 
❏ I saw guards treat certain detainees well but not others 
❏ Other___________________________________________________ 

C7. Were women treated differently than men? Circle one. 
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Yes       No      I’m not sure 
 
 
C7a. If yes, who was treated worse?        Women              Men  
 

 
 
Attorney 

E1. At what point did you meet with 
an attorney? (circle all options that 
apply) 

While in detention        Right before court           During court         Never 
 

E2. How many times did you meet 
with the attorney? (circle one) 

0         1-3       4-5  

E3. In total, how much time did you 
spend with your attorney? 

Less than an hour         1 hour           More than 1 hour  

E4. Did you spend enough time with 
the attorney to understand what was 
going on? (circle one) 

Yes           No        
 
 I didn’t totally understand but I knew more than before I met the attorney 

E5. Were you assessed in how well 
you understood and spoke Spanish?  
 

Yes           No  
 

E6. Did your attorney speak your 
language? (circle one) 

  Yes          No  

E7. If no, did your attorney provide an 
interpreter? 

  Yes         No 

 
Court 

D1. How many times did you go to 
court (write in the number of times)? 

 
 

D1(a). During which of the following 
where you shackled? (circle all that 
apply)  

On the way to court       During court          Leaving court          
 
 None of the above 

D2. What kind of court did you think 
you were in at the time of your court 
appearance? Check all that apply 

❏ Criminal court         
❏ Civil court       
❏ Immigration Court     
❏ I didn’t know  
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D3.  How did you find out what kind 
of court you would be in? Check all 
that apply. 

❏ My attorney told me 
❏ The judge told me 
❏ Other detainees told me what kind of court we would be going to 
❏ Guards told me 
❏ Family/friends who had experienced this told me 
❏ I figured it out on my own 
❏ I found out in court 
❏ Other____________ 

D4. Did the judge give you a chance 
to explain yourself? (circle one) 
 
 
D4(a). If so, what did you tell the 
judge? Check all that apply. 

 
Yes              No          Not sure/Can’t remember 
 
 

❏ I explained it was unsafe for me to return to my country 
❏ I explained I was seeking a better life 
❏ I explained that I did not realize I had crossed the border 
❏ I explained I was seeking reunification with my family (in the U.S.) 
❏ Other______________________________ 

D5. What were you taught to do or say 
in court (if anything)? Check all that 
apply. 
 
 
 
 
D5(a). If so, who taught you? 

❏ I was taught to say “yes” to each question 
❏ I was taught to do/say what the other detainees do/say 
❏ I was taught to speak openly/honestly 
❏ I was told not to say anything 
❏ I was told to say it was not safe to return to my country  
❏ Other__________________ 

 
❏ Other detainees told me 
❏ Friends/family told me 
❏ Guards told me 
❏ The attorney told me 
❏ Nobody told me what to say or do  
❏ Other__________________________ 

D6. What did they say would happen 
if you did not do or say what you were 
taught? Check all that apply. 

❏ I would go to jail/back to the border patrol facility 
❏ I would be released back home 
❏ I wouldn’t see my family again 
❏ I would lose my chance for asylum/to stay in the country 
❏ Other________________________ 

 
D7. How long was court? Check one. 

❏ Less than 30 mins           
❏ 30-60 mins           
❏ 1-3 hours            
❏ More than 3 hours    
❏ I don’t remember 

D8. How many other defendants were 
in court with you? Check one. 

❏ Just me          
❏ less than 10         
❏ 10-30             
❏ 30-50      
❏ More than 50 
❏ I don’t remember  
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D9. Were you provided interpreter 
services during court? 

 
Yes          No  

 
D10. What kind of interpreter services 
were provided? Check one. 

❏ Interpreter speaking through headset               
❏ One on one interpretation    
❏ Mass interpretation without headset               
❏ Not sure/ Can’t remember         
❏ Other__________________ 

 
D11. Did you understand what was 
going on based off what the 
interpreter was telling you? (circle 
one)   

 
 
Yes          No           Somewhat 
 

 
D12. Did the judge speak to you 
personally? (circle one) 

 
Yes          No          Not sure/Can’t remember 

 
D13. When you were in court, did the 
judge ask you these questions? Check 
all that apply. 
 

 
❏ Did you understand the charge against you?         

              
❏ Did you understand that you are giving up your rights?      

   
❏ Did you voluntarily plead guilty? 

 
❏ I don’t remember  

 
❏ None of the above  

 
 

Plea 

F1. Were you given a choice between 
pleading guilty or not guilty? 

   
Yes          No      

F1(a). Did you enter a plea the first 
day you saw a judge?  

 
Yes         No 

F2. Did you plead guilty? Yes          No 

F3. Was this the plea you wanted to 
enter? 

 
Yes          No 

F4. What influenced your plea 
decision? Check all that apply. 

❏ My family influenced my plea 
❏ My friends influenced my plea 
❏ Advice I received from attorney influenced my plea 
❏ Advice I received from border patrol guards influenced my plea 
❏ The conditions of the border patrol facility influenced my plea 
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❏ I decided to enter the same plea as everyone else in court  
❏ Other_________________________ 

 

F5. What did you think the outcome of 
your plea was going to be? (check all 
that apply)   
 
 
 
 
 
 

❏ I thought I would get a conviction 
❏ I thought the case would get a dismissal 
❏ I thought I would be found not guilty 
❏ I thought I would be sent back to my country of origin 
❏ I thought I would be placed in jail 
❏ I thought I would be returned to detention 
❏ I thought I would be released into U.S. 
❏ I thought I would be sent to immigration court 
❏ I thought I would be sent to asylum hearing  
❏ I thought I would be sent to criminal court 
❏ I thought I would forego my option for asylum 
❏ I thought I would forego my option to have a trial 
❏ I thought I would forego my option to appeal the conviction 
❏ I thought I would be reunited with my family 
❏ I did not know  
❏ Other ___________________________ 

F6. What rights were you giving up by 
pleading guilty? (check all that apply) 

❏ Right to defend yourself against the charges 
❏ Right to go to trial  
❏ Right to appeal the conviction  
❏ Right to request asylum or other immigration options 
❏ I don’t know 

 

 
 
 


