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INTRODUCTION 

 

Plaintiffs are former immigration detainees held in Glades County, Florida and denied            

the ability to practice their religion. For more than a year, they endured arbitrary              

restrictions on their religious exercise at the Glades County Detention Center (“GCDC”),            1

a facility built with Glades County approval for the purpose of housing detainees for U.S.               

Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”). Plaintiffs’ Complaint alleges that the          

County is responsible for their mistreatment. In particular, Plaintiffs state that the County             

signed an Intergovernmental Service Agreement (“Intergovernmental Agreement” or        

“Agreement”) with ICE to hold federal immigration detainees according to certain           

minimum standards, which they then violated. As demonstrated by this Agreement and            

by Florida law, Plaintiffs’ detention was conducted by County representatives and           

directly implicates Defendant’s powers as a County. The County tolerated an unlawful            

pattern of rights violations and failed to uphold the minimum standards to which it agreed               

or to provide sufficient oversight of its detention facility.  

In their Complaint, Plaintiffs point to well-documented, specific, and repeated acts by            

the officers and staff at GCDC. Plaintiffs succinctly describe how these actions prevented             

them from practicing the most basic tenets of their religion, including by preventing             

access to Qur’ans, to group and Friday prayer, and to a religiously compliant diet. As a                

1 As defined in the Complaint and in this Motion, “GCDC” refers only to the facility Glades County 
Detention Center, and does not refer to the Glades Correctional Development Corporation or to the Glades 
Correctional Development Council. 
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result, Plaintiffs have alleged sufficient facts that, individually and collectively, amount           

to a policy or custom in Glades County of preventing Muslim immigration detainees             

from practicing their religion, in violation of the First and Fourteenth Amendments, the             

Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (“RLUIPA”), and the Florida           

Religious Freedom Restoration Act (“FRFRA”).  

This Court should therefore deny in full Defendant Glades County’s Motion to            

Dismiss. 

LEGAL STANDARD 

 

In ruling on a motion to dismiss, the Court must accept the factual allegations set               

forth in the complaint as true, Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009), and construe               

the “pleadings . . . broadly” in the “light most favorable to the Plaintiff,” Watts v. Fla.                 

Int’l Univ. , 495 F.3d 1289, 1295 (11th Cir. 2007). The complaint should “give the              

defendant fair notice of what the . . . claim is and the grounds upon which it rests,” but                   

need not allege “[s]pecific facts.” Erickson v. Pardus , 551 U.S. 89, 93 (2007) (per            

curiam) (quoting Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555 (2007)). The complaint             

need only allege facts that state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face, meaning the                  

court could “draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct              

alleged.” Iqbal, 556 U.S. at 678 (citing Twombly, 550 U.S. at 556). Courts consider the             

complaint in its entirety, as well as other sources ordinarily examined on 12(b)(6)             

motions, including documents incorporated into the complaint by reference, and matters           

of which a court may take judicial notice, such as documents publicly available on              
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government websites. Tellabs, Inc. v. Makor Issues & Rights, Ltd., 551 U.S. 308, 322              

(2007); Watson v. Bally Mfg. Corp., 844 F. Supp. 1533, 1535 n.1 (S.D. Fla. 1993) (stating               

the court can examine matters of public record (quoting 5A Charles A. Wright and Arthur               

R. Miller, Federal Practice and Procedure § 1357 (1990))), aff'd , 84 F.3d 438 (11th Cir.               

1996); Randles v. Singletary, No. 98-cv-1214, 2001 WL 1736881, at *1 (M.D. Fla. Aug.              

10, 2001) (“[W]hen the plaintiff refers to certain documents in the complaint and those              

documents are central to the plaintiff's claim, the Court may consider the documents part              

of the pleadings . . .”). 

ARGUMENT 

I. Plaintiffs Allege Repeated Free Exercise Violations at GCDC that Are 

Explicitly Linked to Defendant’s Powers as a County. 

 
In their Complaint, Plaintiffs delineate systematic and widespread actions by officers           

and staff at GCDC that resulted in a “pattern” of First Amendment rights violations in               

Glades County. Compl. , ECF No. 1, at 29-30 ¶¶ 102-107. Plaintiffs also describe how              

this same pattern has substantially burdened the religious free exercise of Muslim            

detainees, in violation of RLUIPA and FRFRA. Id. at 26-29 ¶¶ 87-101. In describing              

these events, Plaintiffs make allegations and incorporate documents—including contracts         

and reports—to support the conclusion that Defendant Glades County is responsible for            

the alleged violations. Plaintiffs have thus set forth viable claims for relief as to              

Defendant Glades County. 
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a. Plaintiffs Properly Allege All Elements Necessary for a Monell Claim. 
 

To establish 42 U.S.C. § 1983 municipal liability for a policy or custom under             

Monell, 436 U.S. 658, 663 n.7 (1978), a plaintiff must show that the alleged              

constitutional violation occurred either (1) pursuant to an official County policy, or (2) as            

the result of a policy decision by a final County decision maker, or (3) as a result of a                 

custom so ingrained in County operations as to acquire the force of          

official County policy. Libmen v. City of Avondale Estates , 190 F. App’x 774, 777-78          

(11th Cir. 2006); Denno v. School Bd. of Volusia County, Fla. , 218 F.3d 1267, 1276 (11th              

Cir. 2000). Plaintiffs allege facts sufficient to establish County liability under the two             

latter theories: the violations that occurred resulted from policy decisions made by a final              

County decision maker, and resulted from a custom so ingrained in County operations             

that it acquired the force of an official County policy.  

i. Plaintiffs Allege County Authority Over Their Detention Sufficient to 
Hold the County Responsible for Detention Policies and Decisions 
Made on the County’s Behalf. 

 
Plaintiffs adequately allege facts sufficient to state a Monell claim that the            

constitutional violations at GCDC are due to the decisions of the County’s final             

policymakers. Under the “final policymaker” theory of liability, the question is who is the              

final policymaker in the relevant area. Grech v. Clayton Cty., Ga., 335 F.3d 1326, 1331               

(11th Cir. 2003) (“in examining control, we must consider the particular area or function              

for which the government official was alleged to be the final policymaker). More than              
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one official or body may be a final policymaker, and “authority may be           

shared.” McMillian v. Johnson , 88 F.3d 1573, 1578 (11th Cir. 1996) (citing City of St.              

Louis v. Praprotnik, 485 U.S. 112, 126 (1988)). In this case, the “final policymaker” is              

the Sheriff acting as a County representative. 

As an initial matter, Plaintiffs cite in their complaint the Intergovernmental           

Agreement between ICE and Glades County to detain immigration detainees at GCDC.            

That agreement clearly shows that the Sheriff is acting as a representative of the County               

in detaining immigrants for ICE. The agreement is signed by the Sheriff as a “duly                2

authorized officer[] . . . on behalf of the Glades County.” Ex. A, Intergovernmental              

Service Agreement Between ICE and Glades County at 16 (May 30, 2007) (emphasis             

added). See also Compl. at 9 ¶ 24; 20 n.10 (incorporating by reference the              

Intergovernmental Agreement). On the basis of this Agreement, it is evident that the             

Defendant sets policy or exerts control with regard to the particular function of housing              

federal immigration detainees. Thus, the Complaint alleges that the County has sufficient            

responsibility and control over the presence and condition of ICE detainees to subject it              

to liability under Monell.  

This conclusion is consonant with Florida law for three reasons. First, the powers and              

duties of county government include the ability to “[e]nter into agreements with other             

governmental agencies within or outside the boundaries of the county.” Fla. Stat. §             

2 Plaintiffs cited the Agreement in their complaint and obtained an unredacted copy of the Agreement 
through a request under the Florida Sunshine Law. Fla. Stat. § 119.01 et seq. The full Agreement is attached 
hereto as Exhibit B. 
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125.01(1)(p) ; see Compl. at 9 ¶ 24; 20 n.10 (incorporating by reference the             

Intergovernmental Agreement). Defendant’s County policymaking powers are       

necessarily in play when it comes to detainees held under agreement with another             

government agency (such as the federal government). 

Second, the County can “[a]pprove or disapprove the issuance of industrial           

development bonds authorized by law for entities within its geographic jurisdiction.” Fla.            

Stat. § 125.01(1)(z) . Plaintiffs’ Complaint references a report from the Vera Institute of             

Justice, Jacob Kang-Brown & Jack Norton, More than a Jail, Vera Inst. of Justice (July               

5, 2018), https://www.vera.org/in-our-backyards-stories/glades-county-more-than-a-jail   

(“Vera Report”), which explains how Glades County used these powers to charter a             

“nonprofit,” the Glades Correctional Development Corporation, to issue tax-exempt         

revenue bonds to finance the construction and operation of GCDC. Compl. at 8 n.2.              

Public records in turn confirm that the Board of County Commissioners exerts significant             

control over the Glades Correctional Development Corporation. Ex. B, Articles of           

Incorporation of Glades Correctional Development Corporation, arts. III, IV, VI (stating           

that the Corporation is “acting as an instrumentality of Glades County, Florida . . . in                

furtherance of the policies of the County” to “operate” detention centers; further stating             

that Corporate Board members “may be added” by the Board of Commissioners of the              

County and that members of the Corporation’s Board of Directors can be removed by the               

County for “neglect of duty or misconduct in office.”); Minutes of the Glades County              

Board of County Commissioners Regular Meeting at 7 (Nov. 28, 2016),           
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http://www.gladesclerk.com/Resources/documents/B11282016.pdf (in which   

Commissioners “acknowledged and approved” appointment of former County        

Commissioner Echols to the Corporation’s board). 

Third, as a general matter, the County has expansive powers to carry out its projects.               

For example, the governing body of the County can “[m]ake investigations of county             

affairs.” Fla. Stat. § 125.01(1)(s). The Florida Legislature is clear that the enumeration of              

County powers is not “exclusive or restrictive” but is “deemed to incorporate all implied              

powers necessary or incident to carrying out such powers enumerated.” Fla. Stat. §             

125.01(3)(a) . County powers are to be “liberally construed.” Fla. Stat. § 125.01(3)(b) .            

And despite Florida Sheriffs’ independence in some areas, they must nevertheless          

“[e]xecute all orders of the boards of county commissioners of their counties.” Fla. Stat. §               

30.15(1)(d) . Florida law and Defendant’s Agreement with ICE demonstrate that the           

County is a final policymaker delegating authority to the Sheriff with respect to             

immigration detention at GCDC. 

ii. To the Extent the Sheriff Makes Policy with Regard to Federal 
Immigration Detainees Held Under the County’s Agreement, He Does 
So Pursuant to County, Not State, Power. 

 
Contrary to Defendant’s contention, the Sheriff is acting on behalf of the County, not              

the state, with respect to immigration detention at GCDC. Def.’s Mot. Dismiss, ECF No.              

62, at 4. In its motion, Defendant argues that the Sheriff is an agent of the state, not the                   

County. Id . But the single case Defendant cites does not support that conclusion. See id.               

(citing Troupe v. Sarasota Cty., Fla ., No. 8:02-cv-53-T-24MAP, 2004 WL 5572030, at            
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*13 (M.D. Fla. Jan. 22, 2004), aff'd , 419 F.3d 1160 (11th Cir. 2005)). In that case, the                 

court found that Sheriffs in Florida act as agents for the state when they are enforcing the                 

laws of the state. But the court went on to acknowledge that “[A]n official simultaneously               

may exercise county authority over some matters and state authority over others.” Id . at              

*12; see also McMillian v. Johnson , 88 F.3d 1573, 1578 (11th Cir. 1996). Defendant’s              

Agreement with ICE explicitly states that the Sheriff is acting on behalf of the County               

with regard to ICE detainees. See supra at 5-6. In this context, therefore, the Sheriff is                

clearly acting on behalf of the County, not the State. Ex. A at 16. 

The overall context further confirms this point. The Sheriff cannot be acting as an              

independent arm of the state in this case. Plaintiffs, who are federal civil detainees, are               

not being held at GCDC for violations of state law. And the County cites no authority for                 

the proposition that Sheriffs act as independent agents of the state in holding ICE              

detainees. The State of Florida Department of Corrections itself does not contract with             

ICE to hold immigration detainees. Instead, as discussed in the Vera Report, the County,              3

using its home rule powers, allowed the construction of a 440-bed detention center far              

surpassing local criminal detention needs for the purpose of detaining immigrants for ICE             

as a profit-making venture. Vera Report; see also Compl. at 8 n.2 (citing Vera Report).               

The County contracted with ICE to house immigration detainees. And as set forth below,              

3 ICE ERO Detention Facilities: Authorized Over 72-Hour Facility List (Excel Spreadsheet), U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (2019), available at https://www.ice.gov/sites/default/files/ 
documents/Document/2019/Over72HourFacilities.xlsx (listing only county-run or ICE-run facilities and 
revealing no Florida Department of Corrections facility).  
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infra Part I(a)(iii), the County knew about denial of detainees’ religious exercise rights at              

the facility and failed to act to remedy those violations. 

Moreover, the County can expressly delegate to the Sheriff the operation of the             

County jail. Florida law expressly authorizes a county to delegate jail operations to the              

Sheriff under Fla. Stat. § 951.061(1) . And as one district court noted, “by delegating the               

jail operations to a sheriff as chief correctional officer, the county is delegating final              

policymaking authority to that sheriff, thereby subjecting the county to § 1983 liability.”             

Morrill v. Holmes Cty. , No. 5:15-cv-324-WTH-GRJ, 2017 WL 6330631, at *11 (N.D.            

Fla. Mar. 10, 2017) (“Florida law suggests that a sheriff acts for the county with respect                

to the daily operations of the county jail”), report and recommendation adopted, No.           

5:15-cv-324-WTH-GRJ, 2017 WL 6329951 (N.D. Fla. Dec. 11, 2017). The County           

therefore cannot escape liability under § 1983 for violations of detainees’ rights at             

GCDC. 

iii. Plaintiffs Allege an Ingrained County Custom. 
 

The County is additionally liable because the violations that occurred at GCDC            

occurred because of a policy or “custom” of which the County must have been aware. See                

Compl. at 30 ¶ 105. Municipal liability is possible for constitutional deprivations due to              

governmental “custom” even when the custom “has not received formal approval through            

the [municipality’s] official decision making channels.” Church v. City of Huntsville, 30            

F.3d 1332, 1342-43 (11th Cir. 1994) (quoting Monell, 436 U.S. at 690-91). Thus, it is not                

necessary to allege that the problematic custom has been explicitly ratified by a County              
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official, as the Defendant suggests. Def.’s Mot. Dismiss at 4-5. A municipality “can also              

be liable when a “series of decisions” by subordinate officials “demonstrate a ‘custom or              

usage’ of which the supervisor must have been aware.” City of Hunstville, 30 F.3d at              

1342 (quoting City of St. Louis v. Praprotnik, 485 U.S. 112, 130 (1988)). It is enough for                

the municipality to acquiesce to an unlawful practice of its delegated officer. See             

Praprotnik, 485 U.S. at 127 (“most deliberate municipal evasions of the Constitution will             

be sharply limited”). 

The factual allegations in the Complaint meet the standard for pleading a widespread             

custom. Plaintiffs allege that the County “ha[s] a pattern of delaying the delivery of              

Qur’ans, denying access to the Qur’an in languages other than English, obstructing group             

and Friday prayer, providing cold or rotten food to detainees who were fasting, denying              

halal food, and not providing religious articles that are important for worship.” Compl. at              

30 ¶ 105 (emphasis added). Plaintiffs have also incorporated by reference documents            

showing that the County is responsible for conditions at the facility. Id . at 8 n.2 (citing                

Vera Report); Compl. at 9 ¶ 24; 20 n.10 (citing Intergovernmental Agreement). Glades             

County public records, of which the Court should take judicial notice, further show that              

County officials tolerated, ratified, or were deliberately indifferent to the alleged pattern            

of abuse. Horne v. Potter , 392 F. App'x 800, 802 (11th Cir. 2010) (holding the district                

court properly took judicial notice of public records not subject to reasonable dispute);             

Hall v. Virginia , 385 F.3d 421, 424 n.3 (4th Cir. 2004) (taking into consideration              

documents publicly available on the official website of a Virginia agency). Glades            
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County Commissioners regularly discussed issues relating to ICE detainees in their           

meetings, as well as the profitability and operation of GCDC, but failed to take any action                

to remedy specific concerns that were raised about religious observance. See generally            

Board of County Commissioners Meeting Minutes Archive, Glades County Clerk of Court            

and Comptroller, http://www.gladesclerk.com/bcc_minutes.html (last visited Apr. 23,       

2019).  

For example, in one meeting a month after Plaintiffs’ arrival at GCDC, the Vice              

Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners noted complaints “that the Somali            

inmates were not being fed the proper foods based on their religion.” Minutes of the               

Glades County Board of County Commissioners Regular Meeting at 5 (Jan. 9, 2018),             

http://www.gladesclerk.com/Resources/documents/B01092018Regular_000.pdf. He  

asked if this was a requirement for the facility. Id. The Sheriff’s representative who was               

present admitted it was a requirement “in some cases” but highlighted for the             

Commissioners “the differences in costs for these meals.” Id . The Chairman of the Board              

of County Commissioners stated he “stopped in [at the facility] about once a week, and               

[the facility staff] were doing a great job.” Id.  

In light of the County’s Intergovernmental Agreement with ICE, Compl. at 9 ¶ 24; 20               

n.10 (citing Intergovernmental Agreement wherein Sheriff is acting as a “duly authorized            

officer . . . on behalf of the Glades County”), reports on the County’s involvement in the                 

creation of GCDC, Compl. at 8 n.2, and public records showing Commissioners’            
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involvement in facility operations, Plaintiffs have stated a clear basis for County            

responsibility for free exercise rights violations at GCDC.  

b. Plaintiffs Properly Allege All Elements Necessary to FRFRA and RLUIPA 
Claims. 

 
Defendants next imply that Plaintiffs’ RLUIPA and FRFRA claims must be           

dismissed, because Plaintiffs do not allege that the County or its employees participated             

in the underlying misconduct. Def’s Mot. Dismiss at 4-5. But as discussed supra and              

infra , the Complaint sufficiently alleges that the County and its representatives with final             

policymaking authority for the County did participate in that misconduct. Thus, for the             

same reasons Plaintiffs have sufficiently pleaded Monell violations as to the County, they             

have also stated a claim that the County is responsible for government action that has               

substantially burdened Muslim immigration detainees’ religious exercise rights. See         

Wilkinson v. Sec’y, Florida Dep't of Corr ., 622 F. App'x 805, 809-812 (11th Cir. 2015)               

(allowing both RLUIPA and § 1983 claims to proceed together where a policy or custom               

allegedly substantially burdened religious practice). Plaintiffs have also clearly alleged         

factual matter sufficient to meet the other elements of RLUIPA and FRFRA, including             

the sincerity of Plaintiffs’ religious belief. Compl. at 5-6 ¶¶ 14-18 (describing Plaintiffs’             

faith); 11, 12 ¶¶ 36, 39 (outlining the importance of Qur’ans, prayer rugs, head covers,               

and prayer beads); 15 ¶¶ 48-49 (describing the importance of group and Friday prayers);              

17 ¶ 55 (describing halal meal requirements). Accordingly, Plaintiffs have alleged           

sufficient facts to state viable RLUIPA and FRFRA violations. 

II. Defendant’s Argument About Employment Is Not Dispositive. 
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The pertinent inquiry on a motion to dismiss a Monell claim is whether Plaintiffs              

allege events that would allow an inference that immigration detention decisions and            

functions relating to free exercise fall, at least partially, within County prerogatives,            

under one or more of the theories outlined in the preceding section. Yet Defendants argue               

only about issues of County budget and employment vis-à-vis the Sheriff’s state law             

enforcement and peacekeeping duties. Def’s Mot. Dismiss at 4. But to the extent the              

Sheriff or Sheriff’s Office employees determine detainee conditions—at a facility built           

by the County for that purpose—Plaintiffs have alleged that they do so “on behalf of the                

Glades County.” Ex. A at 16; Compl. at 9 ¶ 24; 20 n.10 (incorporating the               

Intergovernmental Service Agreement). 

Even if employment formalities were dispositive or relevant here, any factual           

ambiguity can and should be resolved in Plaintiffs’ favor, and the factual allegations of              

the complaint must be taken as true. Ferguson v. CHC VII, Ltd., 69 F. Supp. 3d 1292,                 

1294 (M.D. Fla. 2014); Omar ex. rel. Cannon v. Lindsey, 334 F.3d 1246, 1247 (11th Cir.               

2003) (per curiam) (all reasonable inferences should be drawn in favor of the plaintiff).              

Defendant’s factual assertion that “none of the individual defendants are County           

employees,” Def’s Mot. Dismiss at 2, is not a matter of public record and cannot be                

accepted at this stage. See, e.g. , Wilson v. Birnberg , 667 F.3d 591, 600 (5th Cir.               

2012) cert. denied, 133 S. Ct. 32 (2012) (at motion to dismiss stage, court must accept              

plaintiff's allegation that he was eligible candidate for office even in face of defendant's              
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contradictory affidavit). At least three of the local Defendants at all relevant times             4

appear to have been employed by the County or by an entity subject to County influence                

or control.  This Court should therefore deny the County’s motion to dismiss in full. 5

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court deny           

Defendant Glades County’s Motion to Dismiss. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 The employment status of Defendant Chief Deputy Henson (who was only elevated to Chief Deputy during 
Plaintiffs’ confinement), Defendant Chaplain Booher, and Defendant Food Service Administrator Summers 
is not a matter of public record. 
5 Public records also reveal that the Board of County Commissioners has a say in certain employment 
decisions at GCDC. See Minutes of the Glades County Board of County Commission Budget Workshop, at 
1-2 (Jul. 10, 2018), http://www.gladesclerk.com/Resources/documents/BW07102018.pdf (in which 
Commissioners debate a GCDC pay increase and whether the County or the Corporation should absorb the 
expense of this increase); Fla. Stat. § 30.53 (noting that notwithstanding the Sheriff’s constitutional powers 
over Sheriff’s Office employees, the County can create civil service systems and boards). 
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Dated: April 24, 2019  Respectfully submitted, 

  /s/Joseph Saei 
  Sirine Shebaya * 

Joseph Saei*† 
Muslim Advocates 
P.O. Box 34440 
Washington, D.C. 20043 
Tel: (202) 873-2622  
Fax: (202) 508-1007 
sirine@muslimadvocates.org  
yusuf@muslimadvocates.org 

 

/s/ Lisa Lehner 
 Lisa Lehner  

FL Bar No. 382191 
Americans for Immigrant Justice 
6355 N.W. 36th St. 
Suite 2201 
Miami, FL 33166 
Tel: (305) 576-1106 
llehner@aijustice.org 
 

 Attorneys for Plaintiffs 
 
* Admitted pro hac vice  
† Not admitted to practice in      
D.C., practice limited to federal     
courts and agencies 
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to all counsel of record.  
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Joseph Saei 
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