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Chairman Olson, Ranking Member Faust-Goudeau, Members of the Committee: 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify today in support of House Bill 2717. 

 

This legislation is designed to prohibit so-called local “sanctuary” jurisdictions in our state. 

There is no single, agreed-upon definition of a “sanctuary” jurisdiction, nor is there even 

agreement on use of the term. But this legislation focuses on two specific actions that are 

common to most jurisdictions that are called “sanctuary” areas for persons who are in the United 

States in violation of federal law (sometimes termed jurisdictions that are “safe and welcoming” 

or similar): Efforts by local politicians to impede local law enforcement from cooperating with 

state or federal law enforcement on matters relating to immigration law, and efforts by local 

politicians to establish government-issued identification cards to non-citizens that have the 

potential to be used for purposes well beyond local matters. 

 

Background 

 

Over the years, the Kansas Legislature has on multiple occasions considered proposed legislation 

to prohibit so-called “sanctuary cities” in our state. These bills have taken different forms, 

included a range of mechanisms and provisions, and had various authors. None has passed. As a 

result of that past inaction, Kansas has no state law prohibiting, regulating or otherwise 

specifically limiting the authority of local units of government to adopt “sanctuary” policies. As 

of 2021, at least 12 states had enacted state-level laws prohibiting or restricting local “sanctuary” 

jurisdictions, but Kansas is not one of them.1 

 

This discussion had been largely conducted in the abstract in Kansas until February 10, 2022, 

when the Unified Government of Wyandotte County/Kansas City, Kansas adopted its Ordinance 

No. 0-19-22, titled the Safe and Welcoming City Act (“the Ordinance”).2 A copy of the 

Ordinance is attached for the Committee’s ease of reference  

                                                 
1 See https://americanpoliceofficersalliance.com/states-who-have-banned-sanctuary-cities/ (listing 11 states with 

laws restricting or prohibiting sanctuary jurisdictions)(last accessed March 14, 2022). Indiana is not included in this 

list but also has a state statute, which is the basis for House Bill 2717. 
2 The City of Lawrence also adopted a similar but less-prescriptive ordinance in 2020. See Lawrence Municipal 

Ordinance 9736 (Sep. 15, 2020).  

https://americanpoliceofficersalliance.com/states-who-have-banned-sanctuary-cities/
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The Ordinance contains provisions that raise public-safety, public-policy and rule-of-law 

concerns of interest well beyond Wyandotte County. Kansans deserve to know that laws 

applicable throughout our state will be enforced fairly and evenly throughout our state, and that 

includes knowing that Kansas law enforcement officers are not prohibited by local politics in 

some areas from cooperating with federal authorities who are enforcing federal immigration law. 

State law enforcement officers, or law enforcement officers from other local jurisdictions who 

may be participating in multi-agency investigations or enforcement actions, deserve to know that 

their local partners from the Kansas City, Kansas, Police Department can be full partners and are 

not obliged to turn a blind eye or limit their participation in multi-agency activities merely 

because of local politics. Kansas should not have a patchwork of approaches, varying from one 

municipality to another, governing how state and local law enforcement officers and agencies 

may interact with federal authorities enforcing federal immigration law – in my view, all should 

cooperate. 

 

Three points: 

 

First, the obvious overarching purpose of Sec. 18-163 and Sec. 18-164 of the Ordinance is to 

impede the enforcement of federal immigration law in Wyandotte County by prohibiting or 

restricting the ability of local authorities to cooperate with federal immigration-enforcement 

authorities. Of particular concern is the attempt to restrict or limit the ability of the Kansas City, 

Kansas, Police Department to cooperate with – or even to share information or communicate 

with – federal authorities about immigration-related matters. There is bipartisan agreement that 

efforts such as this to inject local politics into law enforcement decision-making are unwise; for 

example, President Biden’s Secretary of Homeland Security Alexander Mayorkas recently asked 

representatives of various sanctuary jurisdictions nationwide to “reconsider your position of 

noncooperation and see how we can work together. The public’s safety, the public’s well-being, 

for which we are all charged, is I think, at issue.”3 

 

Second, the issuance by a municipality of government-issued identification cards that do not 

contain the protections of state identification cards raises concerns well beyond the boundaries of 

that municipality. Various provisions in state law that require identification of an individual may 

be satisfied by a government-issued identification, but those are based on the presupposition that 

government-issued identification cards would be afforded only to citizens, not to persons 

unlawfully in the country. In that manner, the government-issued cards authorized by the 

Ordinance can create a backdoor loophole in state law. 

 

Third, as a general matter, it seems to me important to raise this general point: The obvious 

purpose and effect of the Ordinance is to hinder or impede the enforcement of federal 

immigration law through a policy of local non-cooperation. But regulating immigration is one of 

the few tasks specifically assigned to the federal government as enumerated in the United States 

                                                 
3 “The Biden Administration’s Pleas to ‘Sanctuary’ Cities Gets a Cool Reception,” https://www.route-

fifty.com/public-safety/2022/02/sanctuary-cities-debate-grinds/361768/ (last accessed March 14, 2022). 

https://www.route-fifty.com/public-safety/2022/02/sanctuary-cities-debate-grinds/361768/
https://www.route-fifty.com/public-safety/2022/02/sanctuary-cities-debate-grinds/361768/
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Constitution.4 It seems to me an affront to basic rule-of-law principles for local politics to dictate 

non-cooperation with federal authorities who are attempting to enforce laws that Congress 

unquestionably had the constitutional authority (and duty) to enact. 

 

Provisions of House Bill 2717 

 

In drafting this bill, we worked from the Indiana state statute prohibiting local sanctuary 

jurisdictions, which has been on the books since 2011.5 That statute, which was signed into law 

by then-Gov. Mitch Daniels, is reasonable, targeted and has been tested in court.6 We modified 

various provisions of the Indiana statute to better fit the Kansas statutory system. 

 

In general, House Bill 2717 does three things: 

 

First, it stops municipalities from prohibiting or impeding their law enforcement agencies from 

communicating or cooperating with federal authorities. Related provisions also prohibit 

interference with enforcement of federal immigration laws. 

 

Second, it provides that municipal identification cards may not be used as proof of identity for 

state-law purposes. To avoid confusion, it requires that municipal identification cards bear the 

statement “Not valid for state ID,” much as driver’s licenses that are not REAL-ID compliant 

now bear the statement “Not valid for federal ID.” To illustrate the concern, one example of how 

this issue could arise is voting. Kansas law requires voters to provide proof of identification at 

the polling place when they appear to cast their ballots, and this provision of House Bill 2717 

would guarantee that a municipal identification card – which the Ordinance intends to be 

provided to non-citizens – could not be used to satisfy the requirements for voting. 

 

Third, because House Bill 2717 does allow municipalities to issue their own identification cards 

(for use only for municipal purposes, not for any state proof-of-identity purpose), it would amend 

K.S.A. 8-1327 to include these municipal identification cards. That existing statute makes it a 

crime to commit various fraudulent acts using an identification card; however, the statute as 

written does not currently cover municipal identification cards because no such cards were 

contemplated when the current law was enacted. The proposed amendments avoid creating a 

loophole that would allow crooks and fraudsters to use municipal identification cards in 

fraudulent ways that already are prohibited for state identification cards. 

 

 

  

                                                 
4 Article 1, Section 8, clause 4, of the United States Constitution specifically grants Congress the power to establish 

a “uniform Rule of Naturalization.” The Commerce Clause, Article I, Section 8, clause, 3, also has been interpreted 

to support congressional authority to regulate immigration. 
5 See IC 5-2-18.2 (1-8). 
6 The Indiana statute was successfully enforced against a City of Gary, Indiana, sanctuary ordinance in Nicholson v. 

City of Gary, Indiana, No. 45D05-1802-MI-000014 (Lake Superior Court). 
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House Amendments 

 

On our request, the House Committee on Federal and State Affairs amended the bill to 

harmonize the proposed legislation with Kansas law. First, New Section 3(b) was deleted. That 

provision would have placed a duty on law enforcement to affirmatively give written notification 

to all of their officers of the requirement to cooperate with state and federal agencies in matters 

governing immigration. But Kansas officers already are sworn to uphold the law,7 and requiring 

this specific notification was an unnecessary bureaucratic redundancy. Second, New Section 5 

was revised to fit within the existing structure of Kansas law prohibiting racial and other bias-

based policing. Finally, the amendment addressed an inconsistency identified by the Secretary of 

State’s office between the proposal that municipal identification cards not be used for state 

purposes and the existing voter identification statute, which included an identification document 

issued by a municipality as an acceptable form of voter ID. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Nobody should dispute that all of Kansas, not just Wyandotte County or any other “sanctuary” 

jurisdiction, should be “safe and welcoming” to immigrants. I certainly believe we should 

welcome those who come to our state in conformance with our laws. But that worthy goal cannot 

be properly accomplished through a patchwork process of local jurisdictions deciding to prohibit 

their local law enforcement agencies from cooperating or even communicating with federal 

authorities, nor can that be accomplished by issuing to non-citizens new local-government 

identification cards that lack basic anti-fraud and anti-abuse safeguards built into state law. 

Therefore, I would ask the committee’s favorable consideration of House Bill 2717 to reassure 

Kansans that the needs of law enforcement, not the preferences of local politics, will continue to 

guide state and local law enforcement cooperation with federal immigration authorities 

throughout our state. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of this important legislation. I would stand for questions. 

 

### 

 

                                                 
7 See K.S.A. 75-4308 and K.S.A. 54-106. 






















