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Executive Summary

Los Angeles County is home to 4.76 million Latinos, nearly half of the county’s population! Latinos power the county’s economy,
owning 374,000 businesses, more than a quarter of all firms (28%).2 Despite these economic contributions, Latino-owned
businesses face disproportionate barriers to starting and growing, including limited access to capital, mentorship gaps, and
greater vulnerability to crisis.® These challenges were compounded by the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic* and climate disasters.®

In June 2025, immigration enforcement operations surged in commercial corridors serving Latino and immigrant communities
across Los Angeles County® creating a “chilling effect” that drove customers away from the businesses anchoring these
corridors” This report builds on previous LPPI research examining the impacts of immigration enforcement on the Latino
community, from Medi-Cal enrollment.? to labor force participation,® to educational outcomes®

This report examines how the June 2025 surge affected commercial activity near nine enforcement sites and the experiences of
Latino entrepreneurs across

Los Angeles County. It pairs mobility data on foot traffic to businesses within a half-mile of each site with focus groups and
surveys of 75 of these entrepreneurs. Together, these methods revealed five key findings.

1. Enforcement produced an immediate economic shock, and the businesses closest to enforcement sites were hit
hardest. Eight of the nine sites studied saw reduced foot traffic, with the steepest declines closest to each site and smaller
declines radiating outward. One week after an enforcement operation, foot traffic dropped by 1.91% for businesses within 0.25
miles and by 0.93% for those between 0.26 and 0.50 miles away. In week two, those declines deepened to 3.23% within 0.25 miles
and 1.63% between 0.26 and 0.50 miles.

2. Within two weeks, formal businesses across the nine enforcement sites experienced 46,000 fewer visits and an
estimated $3.16 million in accumulated losses. Notably, these estimates capture only formal businesses and exclude the
street vendors, home-based businesses, and food trucks that make up much of the Latino small-business economy.

3. The enforcement surge substantially disrupted business operations. Among the Latino entrepreneurs interviewed, every
respondent reported fewer customers and sales after the ICE raids. In surveys, 59% of business owners reported that sales
dropped by more than 50%, 68% temporarily closed or reduced their hours, and 51% reported that staff missed work out of fear.

4. Financial instability has persisted and deepened since June 2025. About 95% of Latino entrepreneurs reported ongoing
financial stress nearly a year after the enforcement surge: 52% reported that revenue no longer consistently covers operating
costs; another 43% are breaking even with little or no profit. To stay open, entrepreneurs have laid off workers, worked longer
hours, and taken on new debt.

5. Enforcement operations generated serious health and psychological consequences. In the survey, 76% of respondents
reported that enforcement affected their wellbeing. Entrepreneurs described gastrointestinal disorders, insomnia, panic attacks,
worsening chronic conditions, and other stress-related illnesses. These effects were a consequence of enforcement and a
mechanism that reduced entrepreneurs' capacity to sustain their businesses.

Together, these findings show that the June 2025 enforcement surge caused immediate and lasting economic harm. Within
days it emptied storefronts across the county's Latino commercial corridors. A year later, the crisis is not over. Many of
these businesses remain in debt, barely breaking even, and struggling to stay open. These consequences extend far beyond
commercial corridors. As immigration enforcement continues, it endangers the health, wellbeing, and safety of entire
communities.
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Introduction

Beginning in spring 2025, intensified federal immigration enforcement operations altered daily life in cities across the United
States. News and policy reports documented declines in commercial activity following raids and other highly publicized
enforcement operations, particularly in commercial districts serving Latino and immigrant communities! Los Angeles County
emerged as a highly visible site of intensified immigration enforcement beginning in June 2025, when Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE) and U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) agents conducted large-scale operations across commercial
corridors that serve as important economic and social hubs for immigrant communities. The enforcement campaign also
targeted residential neighborhoods and public places.?

In Los Angeles, immigration enforcement activity included roving patrols, street sweeps, raids, detentions, and the sustained
presence of hundreds of heavily armed federal agents. The federal government’s deployment of 4000 National Guard soldiers
and 700 Marines to support enforcement operations further militarized the region® These operations were conducted using
force and, in numerous documented instances, resulted in serious injuries to both immigrants and U.S. citizens* Overall,
enforcement activity disrupted daily life, generated widespread anxiety and fear, and prompted protests and community
mobilization.

Though this report focuses on Los Angeles, the commercial and social disruptions it documents reflect consequences that
reach far beyond the region. Studies have found that enforcement activity produces a “chilling effect” that reduces participation
in health care, education, civic life, and other routine activities!® Moreover, a study from the UC Merced Community and Labor
Center found that immigration enforcement led to declines in private sector employment, with fewer people reporting private
sector work in both California and Washington, D.C. after enforcement escalations’® An analysis by the Bay Area Council
Economic Institute found that mass deportations would result in billions of dollars of losses in the San Francisco Bay Areq,
particularly in labor intensive industries like agriculture and construction” Lastly, additional analyses of the 2025 enforcement
surge have documented declines in consumer spending, mobility, and commercial activity in cities across the United States,
including the greater Los Angeles region.® Together, these findings illustrate the cost of enforcement across state and local
communities.

This report examines how intensified federal immigration enforcement affected commercial activity in immigrant business
corridors and the Latino-owned businesses that operate within them. Home to one of the nation's largest immigrant
populations, Los Angeles County contains extensive commercial districts sustained by Latino businesses and consumers.
These districts encompass both formal and informal enterprises, such as restaurants, food trucks, street vendors, swap meet
sellers, beauty salons and barber shops, and other small businesses. These businesses play an important role in neighborhood
economies throughout the region and are particularly sensitive to changes in customer traffic and participation in public and
commercial life.

This report combines neighborhood-level mobility data and interviews with Latino business owners to examine changes
in commercial activity following immigration enforcement operations and the experiences of business owners in affected
communities.

Three patterns emerge from these data. First, the June 2025 ICE raids triggered immediate economic disruptions, reducing foot
traffic and resulting in over S3 million in accumulated losses across nine study sites within two weeks of enforcement activity.
In focus groups and surveys, Latino entrepreneurs described an abrupt and widespread downturn in their operations. Second,
these disruptions persisted after the initial enforcement period, leaving many businesses with depleted savings, accumulated
debt, and abandoned plans for growth or investment. Third, entrepreneurs reported substantial health and psychological
consequences that affected their businesses.
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Data and Methods

This study uses a mixed-methods design combining neighborhood mobility data with focus groups and surveys of Latino
business owners across Los Angeles County. The quantitative analysis examines changes in commercial activity after
immigration enforcement operations, while the qualitative analysis documents how business owners experienced and

responded to these economic disruptions.

Mobility Analysis and Economic
Estimates

The quantitative analysis uses mobility data from Advan
Research, which compiles anonymized mobile phone
location data to estimate visits to individual businesses
over time. We measure foot traffic as the number of
business visits recorded in the Advan data and use the
two terms interchangeably throughout this report. Using
these data, we examined changes in foot traffic near nine
documented immigration enforcement operations that
took place in June 2025. For each site, we compared visits

to nearby businesses in the two weeks before the operation
with visits in the two weeks after, measured within two
concentric buffers, a quarter-mile ring and a half-mile ring.
Some analyses report the inner and outer rings separately;
others report the combined half-mile buffer.

Figure 1shows the locations of these enforcement operations,
the quarter-mile and half-mile buffers used in the analysis,
and the Latino population share across Los Angeles County.
The map shows that most enforcement operations were
concentrated in predominantly Latino neighborhoods.
Appendix A describes how enforcement sites were identified.

Figure 1: Immigration Enforcement Sites and Latino Population Share in Los Angeles County
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To estimate revenue losses after enforcement operations, we
multiplied the decline in business visits by the typical customer
spending for that business type, adjusted for Los Angeles prices.

Appendix B provides additional information on participant
recruitment, focus group procedures, and qualitative analysis.

Part 1: Commercial Impacts of
Immigration Enforcement

The economic estimates include only formal businesses

at fixed locations, such as storefronts, restaurants, and

other points of interest captured in Advan Research's

mobility data. However, because much of the commerce in
immigrant corridors is informal, these estimates understate
the enforcement surge's total economic impact. Appendix A
provides additional information on the data, analytic methods,
and calculations for these estimates.

The June 2025 immigration enforcement surge produced
measurable declines in commercial activity across Los
Angeles County's commercial corridors, many of them
anchored in Latino and immigrant communities. This section
documents changes in foot traffic and estimated revenue
around nine enforcement sites during the two weeks following
each operation, covering formal businesses within walking
distance of each site (a quarter-mile and half-mile radius, or

Focus Group Interviews and

Surveys buffer).

The qualitative analysis draws on nine focus groups Finding 1: June enforcement activity negativel
conducted between April and May 2026 with 75 small- I o tg e et yneg " v
business owners operating across Los Angeles County. All atrecte e businesses closest to immigration

participants also completed a brief survey that collected enforcement sites, and its effects worsened over time

information about their businesses and the impacts of
immigration enforcement. Participants included informal
vendors, food truck operators, home-based food producers,
restaurant owners, store owners, and service providers from
East Los Angeles, the San Fernando Valley, the Harbor area,
and surrounding communities.

and spread beyond the immediate area.

Businesses within 0.25 miles and between 0.26 and
0.50 miles saw foot traffic declines that worsened after
enforcement activity (see Figure 2). One week after
enforcement activity, foot traffic dropped by 1.91% within

0.25 miles and 0.93% between 0.26 and 0.50 miles. By

the end of week two, those declines widened to 3.23%

and 1.63%, respectively. This suggests that the effect of
enforcement activity spread beyond the immediate areq,
with businesses several blocks away experiencing reduced
foot traffic in the two weeks that followed.

Most focus groups were conducted in Spanish, and
participants represented a range of immigration experiences
and legal statuses. Discussions explored changes in customer
demand, business operations, financial conditions, and
experiences during and after the 2025 enforcement surge.

Figure 2: Foot Traffic Declines by Distance from Enforcement Sites and Days since Enforcement
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Source: LPPI analysis of Advan Research, Foot Traffic/Weekly Patterns Plus data, 2025
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immediate economic disruptions across commercial
corridors: 46,000 fewer business visits among formal
businesses across nine enforcement sites, resulting in
an estimated $3.16 million in accumulated losses within
two weeks of enforcement activity.

I Finding 2: The June enforcement activity triggered

Consistent with the foot traffic declines, estimated revenue
losses mounted steadily across the two-week post-
enforcement period, with the sharpest losses among
businesses closest to enforcement sites. Within two weeks,
businesses within 0.25 miles had lost an estimated $2.11
million, roughly double the estimated $1.05 million lost by
businesses between 0.26 and 0.50 miles away (see Figure 3).
This points to a chilling effect™ that was strongest for those
closest to enforcement sites but that still extended to those
farther away.

These figures understate the full economic toll on Los
Angeles businesses. Our analysis covers only nine
enforcement sites, a fraction of the operations across Los
Angeles County during this period,?® and captures just

the two weeks following the first documented action at
each site. Given the scale of enforcement activity, the true
cumulative loss is far greater than the figures reported here.

Photo Credit: iStock.

Figure 3: Cumulative Estimated Business Revenue Loss by Distance from Enforcement Site, Days 1-14
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Source: LPPI analysis of Advan Research, Foot Traffic/Weekly Patterns Plus data, 2025
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Finding 3: The magnitude of commercial disruption
varied considerably across sites, reflecting differences
in corridor composition and enforcement activity.

In the two weeks following immigration enforcement activity,
eight of the nine sites saw fewer business visits (see Table

1), and the size of those declines varied. Paramount had

the largest decline at -11.0%, followed by Ladera Heights at
-4.8%, the Warehouse District at -4.3%, and Cypress Park at

-3.0%.

The magnitude of percentage decline did not always
correspond to the scale of estimated economic loss. The
Fashion District had one of the smaller foot traffic declines
(-24%), yet is estimated to have lost the most revenue ($152
million), nearly half the total estimated loss across all nine

sites. In contrast, Paramount, with the largest foot traffic

decline, is estimated to have lost less ($367,000).

This divergence is partially a reflection of the number of
businesses within each site's buffer. Our data show over 550
businesses within a half mile of Ambiance Apparel, where
ICE conducted an operation on June 6, 2025, compared with
18 businesses within a half mile of the Paramount site (see
Table 1).

Paramount's steep decline also coincided with intense
disruption in the corridor itself. In early June, Paramount was
a focal point of sustained federal activity as agents staged
operations, and streets were closed or difficult to access
amid a heavy federal presence.?’ These circumstances
made it difficult for customers to reach local businesses.

The nine sites varied in demographic character, from heavily
Latino, immigrant neighborhoods to a historically Black
community (Ladera Heights) and downtown commercial
districts; notably, the commercial effects of enforcement
were not confined to majority-Latino areas (see Appendix A,
Table Al).

Table 1: Foot Traffic Declines and Estimated Revenue Losses by Enforcement Site (within 0.5 miles)

Pre Post Revenue
Visits Visits  Percent Loss (2
(14 (14 Change Pre Raid Post Raid weeks
Date Location  Businesses days) days) Visits Revenue Revenue total)
Fashion
06/06/2025 el 571 942,795 919,889 $64.217.915  $62.699,395 EIRIERFA)
06/06/2025 Wgriz?r?éltse 23 13,707 13,115 $727,140 $693,394 -$33,746
06/06/2025  Westlake 223 457,189 448237 $26,295634  $25.675453 MEEIZIREY
06/06/2025 C‘go;ﬁfs 32 103,382 100,312 $6,438,348  $6270,258 RNV
06/07/2025  Paramount 18 43,711 38,916 $3241,755  $2,873,893 -$367,862
06/09/2025 H“'E;”rgto” 32 105981 103,484 $7184549 66852256 [EEECEVWLE
06/09/2025 Whittier 39 73477 74415 $4,179.404  $4,256,879 $77,475
06/19/2025  Pacoima 28 153249 152,012 $14,329,467  $14,310,788 -$18,679
Ladera
06/23/2025 Helghts 23 53362 50,810 $3,484,191 $3,310,289 -$173,902

Note: All estimates calculated within 05 miles of enforcement sites, two weeks post-enforcement activity.

Source: LPPI analysis of Advan Research, Foot Traffic/Weekly Patterns Plus data, 2025. Dollar losses are estimated by applying sector-specific spend-per-visit rates to observed
visit declines. Spend-per-visit rates are documented in Appendix A5
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experienced the steepest declines in commercial

I Finding 4: Discretionary spending sectors
activity.

The economic disruption produced by immigration
enforcement did not affect all business sectors equally.
Discretionary spending categories, including retail and
services, experienced the largest declines in foot traffic. This
suggests customers deferred non-essential purchases and
reduced social outings in response to enforcement activity
(see Figure 4).

Retail Complexes experienced the largest decline at
-4.37%, followed by Services (-3.36%), Big-Box Retail
(-2.89%), Specialty Food & Drink (-2.49%), Retail (-2.27%),
and Restaurants (-1.06%). Multi-tenant retail complexes
and personal-service businesses saw the steepest drops.
Sectors with more moderate declines, such as restaurants,
are especially vulnerable to these reductions because they
depend on discretionary spending and operate on thin
margins.

Essential-goods sectors, such as grocery, showed

slight increases in foot traffic (0.65%), suggesting that
customers continued purchasing necessities even as they
reduced other commercial activity. While research on the
behavioral impacts of immigration enforcement finds that it
suppresses participation in numerous essential activities,?
our analysis suggests that grocery shopping is largely
unaffected. Photo Credit: Brett Hondow, iStock.

Figure 4: Foot Traffic Declines by Business Sector within 0.50 miles of Enforcement Sites, Two Weeks Post-
Enforcement Activity

Retail Complex
Services

Big-Box Retail
Specialty Food & Drink
Retail

Restaurants (Limited & Full)

Grocery

Source: LPPI analysis of Advan Research, Foot Traffic/Weekly Patterns Plus data, 2025
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Broader Economic Implications

ICE's June 2025 enforcement surge drove immigration arrests
in the greater Los Angeles region to 2,425 in a single month,
roughly seven times the number of arrests recorded just six
months earlier.®

Our analysis captures only a small share of this activity: a
two-week snapshot of foot traffic declines within 0.50 miles
of nine enforcement operations in June, out of 471 actions
reported across Los Angeles between June 6 and July 20.2*

To produce illustrative estimates of enforcement's broader
impact on LA County businesses, we apply a modest
aggregate county-wide decline in foot traffic of 1.0% (roughly
two-thirds of the 1.63% decline measured at the outer bands
of the study sites across all the sectors) to six of the seven

sectors examined (see Appendix C for details). This implies
estimated county-wide revenue losses of approximately
$52 million within two weeks of heightened immigration
enforcement activity and $114 million over a month. The
parameters, assumptions, and limitations behind these
figures are detailed in Appendix C.

Notably, these illustrative estimates capture only economic
losses stemming from reduced business visits. They do not
capture lost labor productivity as businesses closed early

or workers skipped shifts and stayed home, forgone wages
for those workers, or the ripple effects as money failed to
circulate through the local economy. Nor do they account for
additional harms reported by entrepreneurs, including debt
accumulation, deferred investment, and the physical and
psychological tolls of trying to keep businesses open under
adverse economic circumstances. These broader impacts are
taken up in the qualitative findings that follow.

Photo Credit: Sanfel, iStock
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Part 2: What Latino Entrepreneurs
Reported

The qualitative findings reveal that the foot traffic declines documented in our quantitative analysis — roughly 1-3% on average,
and as much as 11% at the hardest-hit site — understate the impact of enforcement on Latino-owned businesses, whose
customers were concentrated in the communities most affected.

This report identifies three mechanisms through which the June 2025 enforcement surge affected Latino-owned businesses.
First, immigration enforcement immediately reduced customer mobility, triggering sharp declines in commercial activity.
Second, these initial losses evolved into prolonged financial instability characterized by persistent revenue declines, debt
accumulation, labor intensification, and deferred investment. Third, sustained economic strain contributed to serious
psychological and physical health consequences that further constrained business operations.

Finding 1: Immigration enforcement produced an
immediate economic shock by driving away customers
and disrupting commercial activity.

Immediately following the June 2025 enforcement surge,
entrepreneurs across Los Angeles County reported a sharp
decline in customer activity and sales. Fewer customers,
canceled community events, and temporary business
closures disrupted commercial activity across multiple
sectors.

“The first operation was two blocks from my store
Helicopters. Complete chaos. From that day on,

people were afraid to go out. You would hear all the
merchants pulling down their metal gates.”

- Berenice, Party supply store, 17 years in operation

Photo Credit: Arturo Pena Romano Medina, iStock

Photo Credit: Andresr, iStock
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Immediate Revenue Losses

Every entrepreneur reported fewer customers and fewer sales following the enforcement surge. Among survey respondents, 59%
reported that sales dropped by over 50%; another 20% reported revenue declines of 26% to 50%.

Figure 5: Reported Impacts of Immigration Enforcement

Fewer customers 100%

Fewer sales 100%

Temporary closures or reduced hours 68%

Staff missing work due to fear 51%
Source: UCLA Latino Policy and Politics Institute (LPPI), Pre-Focus Group Survey of Small Business Owners, 2026 (n = 75)
Many street vendors stopped working entirely, out of fear Although the magnitude of losses differed across business
for themselves and their customers. Those who continued types, respondents consistently described the same
working did so out of necessity, and typically at a fraction underlying process: immigration raids reduced customer
of prior earnings. For example, a vendor who had previously mobility almost immediately as their Latino customers
averaged $1,000 in sales on weekends earned less than avoided public spaces.

$300 after the raids. Because many respondents operated
owner-managed microenterprises, financial shocks to

the business quickly became financial shocks to the
entrepreneur and their household.

Entrepreneur Profile: Gilberto, Street vendor

Gilberto has operated a churro cart in South LA for over a
decade, building a customer base in a working-class Latino

neighborhood.

“Before the raids | was still managing — covering
expenses and keeping a little for myself. But from
the fires and then the raids, it hit me hard. | stopped
working for over a month out of fear”

Fearing he would become an enforcement target,
Gilberto stopped vending for six weeks, forfeiting an
estimated $5,000 in income. The lost revenue caused
him to miss a rent payment, which nearly a year later,
he still had not repaid.

Photo Credit: FG Trade, iStock
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Canceled Events, Orders, and
Inventory Losses

“I had catering events booked all summer. | was
counting on that income. June, July, August—all
canceled. People were afraid. The restaurant

was empty some days. Completely empty. I lost
$20,000 in canceled catering events alone.”

- Zacarias, Restaurant, 1year in operation

Businesses that relied on seasonal events experienced
especially severe losses because immigration enforcement
coincided with the peak summer celebration season.
Entrepreneurs described cancellations of graduations,
quinceaneras, weddings, baptisms, summer festivals, and
markets that typically generated predictable seasonal
income. Several business owners reported losing thousands
of dollars in canceled catering orders and event contracts.

For many businesses, canceled orders resulted in
unrecoverable expenses. Food vendors and restaurant
owners discarded unsold perishable inventory that had

been purchased in anticipation of summer demand. An
event planner lost thousands of dollars after purchasing
graduation decorations specific to the Class of 2025 before
clients canceled their events. These cancellations produced
two forms of economic loss: forgone revenue from canceled
events and unrecoverable investments in inventory and event
preparations.

Operational Adjustments

“Fifteen days with the door locked, opening only when
I recognized someone. My daughters were frightened.
I was trying to give them calm — nothing will happen
to us, we are fine. But seeing the worry in their faces

and trying to manage that while also keeping the
restaurant running — that was its own kind of stress.”

- Valentin, Restaurant, 2 years in operation

Sixty-eight percent of survey respondents temporarily closed
or reduced operating hours in response to the enforcement
surge, while 51% reported staff missing work because of

fears of enforcement. In response to safety concerns and
staffing shortages, businesses operated behind locked
storefronts, reduced operating hours, shifted to appointment-
only or referral-based service, and suspended social media
advertising.

Although these adjustments were intended to protect
business owners, employees, and customers, they also
disrupted routine business operations. Microenterprises that
depended on predictable hours and repeat customers found
it difficult to rebuild customer traffic after repeated closures.
Reduced visibility, combined with lower neighborhood activity,
slowed recovery even after enforcement activity subsided.
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Finding 2: Financial instability has persisted and
deepened since June 2025.

“In our case, things were up slightly, but just when you
are thinking that things are going to skyrocket... it
goes to zero, that’s the problem. There are days when
not a single customer comes in... Before | could say:

Monday is slow and Wednesday picks up a little. Now
I do not know which day is good or which day is bad.
Everything has changed.”

- Wilfredo, Restaurant, 5 years in operation

Nearly one year after the enforcement surge began,
respondents described financial instability as an ongoing
condition rather than a temporary disruption.

95%

of respondents reported ongoing

financial stress almost a year later

The overwhelming maijority of survey respondents
reported continued financial stress: 52% said their
revenue no longer consistently covered operating costs,
while another 43% reported breaking even with little or

no profit. Sales remained well below pre-enforcement
levels for most respondents, and recovery was uneven.
Beyond revenue declines, respondents emphasized the
loss of predictability. Brief increases in customer activity
were repeatedly interrupted by enforcement operations or
rumors of enforcement, making it increasingly difficult to
forecast revenue, purchase inventory, schedule employees,
or make other routine business decisions.

Street vendors who had previously averaged about $300
per day reported earning $60 or less, while restaurants that
once generated $8,000 to $9,000 in weekly sales reported
operating at roughly 60% of their previous revenue.

“Before the raids | was doing $S800 to $1,500 a week
on Saturday and Sunday. Now (ten months later) | do
$300 to $500. The Latino customers have disappeared.

Some were deported, others self-deported. | am left
only with the clients who were born here.”

- Eliseo, Swap meet vendor, 15 years in operation

Photo Credit: Frazao Studio Latino, iStock
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Depleted Reserves and Debt
Accumulation

“Since the new administration came in, | want

to say we have taken on about $100,000 in

debt just to stay afloat. And sales are about half.
This year (2026) is a little better, but last year was

a fail. It was bad. Even during COVID there was
money flowing with the stipends... Now, there is no
consistency in sales.”

- Cristal, Furniture store, 26 years in operation

Entrepreneurs took on debt to survive. As revenues remained
depressed for months, respondents depleted their personal
savings and relied on credit cards, bank loans, loans from
family members, and informal lending networks to cover both
business and household expenses.

More than 20% of our respondents (17 of 75) reported specific
dollar amounts for new debt, loans, and depleted savings,
totaling $547,000. Because many respondents described
financial strain without reporting specific dollar amounts,
this figure likely understates the cumulative financial burden
across the study sample.

Income Replacement Strategies

As revenues remained depressed, many entrepreneurs
supplemented declining business income by taking outside
employment, modifying service models, and diversifying
products and services. For example, a salon owner in Gardena
adapted by making home visits, exhausting her credit, and
ultimately selling a van to remain in business. One food
vendor took construction jobs while his business operated at
near-zero capacity for several months.

“Sometimes | take income from the mariachi side
to support the restaurant when sales are down. One
business feeds the other when it has to. That is how |

stay afloat.”
- Ignacio, Restaurant, 6 years in operation

During extended periods of reduced demand, entrepreneurs
subsidized their businesses from outside income to keep
them alive and their households afloat.

-
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Labor Intensification

Declining revenues also fundamentally changed how
entrepreneurs organized their labor. As revenues fell, some

respondents cut payroll and absorbed the work themselves.

Business owners assumed responsibility for deliveries,
purchasing, bookkeeping, transportation, customer
service, inventory management, and administrative work
while working significantly longer hours than before the
enforcement surge.

For microenterprises operating with only a few employees,
the loss of even one worker substantially increased owners'
workloads. Respondents described postponing hiring, relying
on family members, or absorbing responsibilities that had
previously been shared across multiple employees. These
adjustments enabled businesses to remain open but shifted
the burden of maintaining operations onto business owners
themselves.

Entrepreneur Profile: Anselmo, Furniture store owner

working 18 hour days.

am not making minimum wage.”

to earn half as much.

Before June 2025, Anselmo operated a four-person furniture business in Inglewood. Following the enforcement surge, he
laid off his employees and assumed responsibility for deliveries, inventory, customer service, and administration while

“As a business owner you are supposed to know everything but not do everything, because if you do everything,
you cannot scale.... | work until 2 in the morning every day. | calculate the hours I put in versus what | earn and |

Anselmo has accumulated $60,000 in additional debt since the enforcement surge, noting that he works twice as hard

Photo Credit: IPGGutenbergUKLtd, iStock
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business owners focused on maintaining sufficient cash flow
to remain in operation.

Deferred Investment and Business
Contraction

Several respondents reduced the scale of their businesses

in response to prolonged revenue losses. One mobile food
vendor consolidated three vending locations into one, while

a salon owner combined two locations to reduce rent and
operating costs. Others described preparing for the possibility
of relocation or closure.

“My expansion plans, buying another store,
those plans still exist, but | am now planning in the
opposite direction... because you no longer know if it

will get better or go further down.”

o Barber shon o : . Finding 3: Immigration enforcement generated
e e serious health and psychological consequences

for entrepreneurs

Respondents consistently described declining mental

“I've never questioned my longevity until recently. and physical health as a consequence of immigration

I never thought about my store not being a store.
But honestly, this time has really made me think
that | might need to expire myself. The climate of

enforcement and a factor that further constrained their
businesses. Fear of enforcement, prolonged financial
uncertainty, and sustained economic pressure contributed

to chronic stress, while worsening health reduced
entrepreneurs' ability to work and manage their businesses.
Economic insecurity and health consequences reinforced
one another.

76%

of respondents reported

everything is not hopeful.”

- Natalia, Boutique, 18 years in operation

As financial uncertainty persisted, many entrepreneurs
abandoned growth-oriented strategies in favor of preserving
or downsizing existing operations. Respondents described
postponing equipment purchases, delaying expansion
plans, reducing operating hours, consolidating locations,
and scaling back staffing. Investments that had been under

> - - A substantial emotional impact
consideration before June 2025 were deferred indefinitely as

Photo Credit: James Brown, iStock
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Chronic Fear and Psychological
Distress

Survey data and focus group accounts told the same

story: sustained fear, anxiety, depression, sleep disruption,
hypervigilance, and stress that persisted long after the initial
enforcement surge. Rather than representing a temporary
emotional response, psychological distress emerged as an
enduring condition that reshaped daily routines and business
operations.

Entrepreneurs described limiting their movement outside work
and home, carrying identification documents, monitoring
community reports of enforcement activity, and developing
contingency plans for themselves, their families, and their
teams. These adaptations reflected efforts to reduce personal
risk while minimizing disruptions to business operations and
households. In two cases, family members were detained
during enforcement operations.

Respondents also described carrying the emotional burden
of others while managing their own anxiety. Business owners
reassured frightened customers, comforted employees and
family members, and projected confidence they did not
themselves feel. Chronic psychological distress became

an ongoing feature of business operations, shaping day-
to-day decision-making, interpersonal relationships, and
entrepreneurs' capacity to sustain their businesses.
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Physical Health Consequences

Respondents consistently linked prolonged stress and
financial uncertainty to worsening physical health. Across
interviews and focus groups, respondents described health
issues including gastrointestinal disorders, insomnia, panic
attacks, worsening chronic conditions, and other stress-
related illnesses. Several reported beginning new medications,
increasing the frequency of medical visits, or requiring
hospitalization.

One wellness store owner described relapsing into alcohol
use after maintaining sobriety, attributing the relapse to
prolonged feelings of helplessness and loss of control during
the enforcement period. She explained that the relapse
contributed to a broader deterioration in her health, which

in turn affected her ability to operate the business. As she
described it, “because my health was struggling, the business
was struggling”

“Not only economically but in health too — because you

live with fear, pressure, stress, and you have payments.

My husband got scared and did not want to go out,

and we barely worked for five months. The savings

were running out... And it triggered so much stress, the

pressure, the expenses, and | developed facial paralysis.
I ended up in the hospital. My blood sugar went up.”

- Lourdes, Street vendor, 23 years in operation

ock

Photo Credit: Noah Sauve, iS

Immigration enforcement functioned as both an economic
shock and a substantial source of psychological and physical
harm. Fear, uncertainty, and financial strain contributed to
worsening health, while declining health further constrained
entrepreneurs' capacity to sustain their businesses. Health
conseguences were both outcomes of enforcement and
mechanisms that prolonged the economic domage.

These reinforcing processes help explain why many
entrepreneurs remained economically vulnerable nearly one
year after the initial enforcement surge, demonstrating that
the consequences of immigration enforcement extended
far beyond the immediate disruption of the operations
themselves.
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This report documents the economic disruption that the June
2025 immigration enforcement operations caused across
Los Angeles County, adding to the growing body of work
documenting the economic consequences of intensified
immigration enforcement.?®

The mobility analysis around nine documented enforcement
sites — covering 989 businesses across a 0.5-mile radius —
found that visits to businesses declined up to 11% in the weeks
following enforcement operations.

The qualitative findings show that these figures translate into
large losses for Latino small businesses. Many businesses in
Latino communities reported losing much of their customer
base. Across nine focus groups and survey responses,
respondents described an economic shock that began
immediately after the June 2025 enforcement surge and had
not been resolved by the time of data collection, nearly a year
later.

The financial costs were substantial and, for many respondents,
enduring. Psychological and health consequences were not
separable from the economic findings. Respondents described
illness and financial loss as compounding rather than
independent, with stress worsening health and declining health
reducing the capacity to work and recover.

The businesses represented in this study are embedded in
Latino commercial corridors that function as local economic
systems: they employ neighborhood workers, purchase from
local suppliers, and generate consumer activity in communities
that have historically had limited access to mainstream
financial institutions.?® The findings show that immigration
enforcement disrupted local economies, affecting labor
markets and customer bases on which these businesses
depend. Research on small business recovery following
economic shocks consistently finds that informal businesses
and microenterprises face the longest recovery timelines and
the highest permanent closure rates, in part because they
lack access to the credit and relief mechanisms available to
larger firms.?” Enforcement-driven economic shocks to Latino
commercial corridors are not just temporary disruptions but
durable losses.




This appendix describes the data sources, sample construction procedures, and analytical methods underlying the foot traffic
and revenue loss estimates presented in this report.

To measure changes in commercial activity following documented immigration enforcement operations, this analysis uses
Advan Research's Foot Traffic/Weekly Patterns Plus data, downloaded on March 8, 2026. Advan measures visits to commercial
points of interest using anonymized mobile device location data collected from a large panel of opt-in devices. The unit of
observation is daily visits to each commercial establishment, and visit counts are reported as state-normalized measures

of foot traffic. We use Advan foot traffic data rather than SafeGraph Spend data because the latter relies on credit card
transactions. Noncitizen households are unbanked at the highest rates, and two-thirds of unbanked households rely entirely
on cash.?® Card-based spending measures do not capture the transactions of those most likely impacted by immigration
enforcement.

We identified immigration enforcement actions, including arrests, workplace raids, and highly visible enforcement deployments,
by searching local news sources for reports of immigration enforcement activity during the summer of 2025. We drew on
reporting from the Los Angeles Times, NBC Los Angeles, ABC7, KTLA, CBS News, and The Guardian. Searches were conducted
via Google News using keyword searches to identify enforcement actions and likely sites of immigration raids (keywords
included ICE, immigration enforcement, arrest(s), raid(s), Home Depot, and carwash).

Precise address information was essential to our research design, so we relied on news reports that included specific
geographic information about enforcement activity (such as an address, cross streets, or a named retail location), which we
verified on Google Maps. Once the site address was identified and verified, we added the enforcement action to our tracker.
Reports describing enforcement activity that could not be mapped to a specific site were excluded, even when the enforcement
action itself was well documented. This method yielded 45 enforcement actions.

We constructed an analytic sample based on a number of criteria. First, we restricted our sample to immigration enforcement
actions in Los Angeles County that occurred in June 2025. Because June marked the beginning of the immigration enforcement
surge, limiting the sample to that month allows us to more clearly attribute changes in foot traffic to individual enforcement
actions rather than to the broader surge or other events. There were 22 enforcement actions in our tracker that occurred in LA
County in June 2025. Second, we selected enforcement actions that were anchored to a retail point of interest in the Advan data,
excluding enforcement actions that were reported in residential neighborhoods. Third, where a single location was raided more
than once during the window, we analyzed only the earliest June activity to avoid double-counting the same establishment.
Fourth, we confirmed that selected enforcement sites did not have overlapping buffer zones.

Applying these criteria resulted in a final sample of nine enforcement sites which we identify in Table Al. Eight sites involved
documented immigration arrests or raids. We also included the Paramount site, where no arrests were reported, because federal
agents maintained a sustained and highly visible enforcement presence across the street from a shopping center. Since our
analysis examines changes in commercial activity associated with exposure to visible immigration enforcement, we consider
Paramount comparable to the other enforcement sites.



Site Number Date Enforcement Site Establishment Address
930 Towne Ave,
1 06/06/2025 Fashion District Ambiance Apparel Los Angeles, CA
90021
- Ambiance Apparel 2415 E 15th St, Los
2 06/06/2025 Warehouse District Headquarters Angeles, CA 90021
1675 Wilshire Blvd,
3 06/06/2025 Westlake Home Depot Los Angeles, CA
90017
2055 N Figueroa St,
4 06/06/2025 Cypress Park Home Depot Los Angeles, CA
90065
6400 Alondra Blvd,
5 06/07/2025 Paramount Home Depot Paramount, CA
90723
3040 Slauson Ave,
6 06/09/2025 Huntington Park Home Depot Huntington Park,
CA 90255
12322 Washington
7 06/09/2025 Whittier Home Depot Blvd, Whittier, CA
90606
. Pacoima Plaza (Lowe's, 13500 Paxton Ave,
8 06/19/2025 PRZATE Costco, and other stores) Pacoima, CA 91331
4925 W Slauson
9 06/23/2025 Ladera Heights Home Depot Ave, Los Angeles,

CA 90056



Businesses located within each buffer zone were identified using Advan's point-of-interest database. The analysis focuses on
commercial establishment types most likely to depend on walk-in or neighborhood foot traffic: retail businesses (including
large-format retail), grocery stores, restaurants and cafés, and personal service businesses.

Mobility records were then cleaned to ensure observations represented active businesses with complete visit data across both
the pre-enforcement and post-enforcement windows. Duplicate businesses were removed, as were businesses with insufficient
visit observations or mathematically implausible mobility values. Al-assisted screening was used for initial cleaning and to
identify records for further review; all flagged records were subsequently reviewed manually by at least two members of the
research team. Manual reviews involved verifying business locations using Google Street View, and using internet searches, Yelp
listings, and other publicly available online sources to verify that businesses were active during the study period and that their
business types matched the sector classifications in the Advan mobility data. As a result of manual review, 848 businesses
were removed from the sample and 459 were reclassified. Across the nine enforcement locations, the final analytic sample
comprised 989 businesses: 358 located within the 0.25-mile buffer and 631 within the 0.26 and 0.50-mile buffer.

Businesses were grouped into seven sectors based on Advan categories, verified and where necessary reclassified through the
manual review described above. Grocery includes supermarkets and neighborhood food markets, and excludes wholesale
grocers. Retail includes standalone stores selling goods. Retail Complex includes multi-tenant commercial properties such as
indoor and outdoor shopping alleys that the mobility data sometimes record as a single point of interest rather than as individual
storefronts. Big-Box Retail includes large chain retailers. The four present in these data are Home Depot, Costco, Lowe’s, and
Target. Services include personal and household service businesses, spanning hair and nail salons, laundromats, wireless and
phone repair shops, pet groomers, print and shipping shops, and automobile repair, among others. Restaurants include full-service
and limited-service dining establishments. Specialty Food & Drink includes coffee shops, bakeries, boba and tea shops, drinking
places, and other snack and beverage locations.

Following Jones’s “depressive effects” framework,?® changes in foot traffic were estimated by comparing mean daily visits during
the 14 days preceding each enforcement operation with mean daily visits during the 14 days following the operation. Thisis a
before-and-after comparison rather than a design with a separate control group. Although we did not estimate a difference-
in-differences model, we did not observe a comparable decline in foot traffic during the same period in the year prior to the
enforcement surge, which suggests that the observed declines reflect the June 2025 enforcement operations rather than
seasonal patterns. Separate estimates were produced for two concentric buffers around each site, an inner ring within a quarter-
mile and an outer ring between a quarter-mile and a half-mile, to assess how effects varied by proximity. Some analyses report
these rings separately; others report the combined half-mile buffer.

Each sector’s per-visit spending estimate draws from industry benchmarks, adjusted to Los Angeles price levels. A single
average spend per visit applies to every business in a sector. For example, Costco and Lowe’s both fall under the broader
“Big-Box Retail” category. That spend-per-visit figure is a visit-weighted average of the different business types within the
broader category. These are rates adopted by the research team and corroborated against published benchmarks, not direct
observations from the study sites.

Two adjustments applied across all sectors

National benchmarks underestimate spending in Los Angeles, so each figure is increased by an LA-
specific per-person premium from the BLS Consumer Expenditure Survey (+17% Restaurants, +9% Services, +8% Retail and
Big-Box; +7% for goods elsewhere from the BEA Regional Price Parities).3°

Grocery and Big-Box figures are per-transaction. A single shopper typically rings up a
whole household basket. Restaurants are different: a dining party produces one bill but only some members carry a phone (e.g.,
children often do not carry phones), so a recorded visit covers more than one diner's meal and the per-person check is scaled
up by a people-per-visit factor.



Category

Low

Mid

High

Formula

Grocery

Retail

Retail Complex

Big-Box Retail

Services

Restaurants

Specialty Food
& Drink

$30

$43

834

$54

§23

$23

$9

849

8§76

$§59

$112

843

$47

815

$90

$97

$75

$162

S73

S66

$32

FMI in-store $45.70
x 1.07 LA = $49;
High = high-side
average (large-
household
corridors)

Off-price garment-
corridor apparel
{840/$70/$90} x
1.08 LA =
$43/876/$97

ICSC per-business
x LA = §59;
averages lower
than standalone
Retail

1.08 x Z(banner wt
x ticket) = $112;
(includes Target,
Home Depot,
Lowes, Costco)

$40 (mid-price
service) x 1.08 =
$43

$20 check x 1.17
LA x (1.0/2.0/2.8
per person
multipliers)

Per-visit ticket
~$14 x LA = $15;
(ranges from small
coffee + croissant
to larger bakery
order or beverage
tab)



Benchmarks and formulas by sector

The benchmark is the average supermarket transaction. The Food Marketing Institute (FMI), the
grocery industry trade association, reports this each year. Its 2024 figure is about $4570, nationally?' $4570 x 1.07
(L.A. adjustment) = $49 Mid; Low/High = $30/$90. The High accounts for larger family sizes in denser neighborhoods. (Note:
These are average spends per visit, not per week. Weekly large spend visits are averaged down by smaller-item stops).

The benchmark is the average in-store apparel transaction, informed by the businesses that generate
visits in our data. In this study, Retail is overwhelmingly a garment-district phenomenon: 75% of all Retail visits fall in the
downtown Los Angeles Fashion District. The stores there are independent wholesale-to-public apparel vendors. The spend
rate is set to an off-price, garment-corridor transaction, expressed as a national equivalent retail range of $40 (low)/ $70 (mid)
/ $90 (high, multiple purchases) at retail sites. This range is consistent with industry benchmarks of national average all retail
($51) and clothing retail ($122) at non-wholesale department, apparel, and online stores.? $40/S870/$90 x1.08 (LA
adjustment) = $43/ S76 / $S97.

This rate applies to multi-tenant addresses (i.e., shopping alleys) coded as a single site in a
broader complex. The spend estimate is benchmarked to per-visit shopping-center spending from the International Council of
Shopping Centers (ICSC) and set below the standalone Retail rate 3 In retail complexes, not all visits result in purchases, so the
average spend per visit is lower than standalone retail. ICSC Non-food spend average of $55 x 1.08 (LA adjustment) =
$59 mid. Low/High = $34/S75 are conservative and generous researcher estimations.

The benchmark is the average transaction at large Big-Box retail stores, built as a visit-
weighted average of the four retailers actually present in the data, each weighted by its share of big-box category visits. Only
Home Depot publishes its average ticket ($89 in SEC filings).3* Costco (~$150) comes from a Costco rep describing average
transactions;*® and Target figures ($50) are produced by Numerator, a consumer-purchase panel that aggregates uploaded
shopper receipts into per-retailer ticket estimates.3® Lowe’s is proxied to Home Depot. These are per-transaction figures.

Mid =1.08 x & (blended weight x ticket) = $112. Low is Target ($54), and the High is Costco ($162), both adjusted for LA
increases.

Services is the most heterogeneous category in the study. It spans businesses as different as hair and
nail salons, laundromats, wireless and phone repair shops, pet groomers, print shops, USPS shipping, automobile repair, and
others. These are businesses wherein a typical customer might spend a few dollars at a coin laundry, or several hundred at a
wireless/phone store. No single per-visit figure can capture that range with precision. The $43 mid-point is a reasoned central
estimate for a typical service visit, set below the rate for dedicated retail because the category leans toward frequent visits for
lower-cost errands. The wide $23-S73 band reflects how much spending varies from one kind of service to the next. For this
reason, the Services estimates warrant more caution than the other categories. The dollar figures are best read as broad-
strokes approximations for the category as a whole; the actual impact at any individual business may differ considerably from
the average.

The benchmark is the per-person restaurant check, blending full-service and limited service
restaurant tabs from Toast, a restaurant point-of-sale provider that publishes national check data; the average check per
person across restaurant types is roughly $20.3” Because a dining party produces one bill while only some members carry a
phone, one recorded visit corresponds to more than one diner’'s meal (for example, young children rarely carry phones), so a
people-per-visit factor scales the per-person check up to a per-visit figure. $20 x 117 (LA adjustment) x people per visit
(2 at mid) = S47. Low end and high end adjust for people per ticket (low = 1 person; high = LA County household size of 2.81).

The benchmark is the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Consumer Expenditure analysis of
snacks and nonalcoholic beverages, including locations such as coffee shops, bakeries, boba/tea shops, snack and nonalcoholic
beverage locations .38 Our category also includes drinking places. BLS shows that average consumers spent roughly $13 per week
in 2018. Adjusting for inflation, as well as the combination of both lower-ticket coffee/snack visits and higher-ticket bar visits, we
estimate a mid-range of $15 per visit.3 The low end accounts for small coffee shop purchases, whereas the high end accounts for
larger bakery purchases and/or average beverage tabs.



The analysis draws on foot traffic data for 989 businesses across muiltiple sectors located within a 0.5-mile buffer of nine
documented enforcement sites, representing the most comprehensive available source of commercial activity data for these
locations in the period immediately before and after the operations.

Several features of the data suggest that the estimates presented here understate the full economic impact of enforcement
activity. Advan captures visits through a panel of opt-in mobile devices and does not represent the complete universe of
businesses or all visitors to any given establishment. The dataset cannot capture mobile, temporary, or informal commercial
activity — street vendors, food trucks, home-based businesses, pop-up markets, and swap meets — even though these segments
of the Latino small-business economy are likely among those most directly affected by enforcement.

Additionally, mobile location data are known to underrepresent lower-income households, individuals with lower levels of
educational attainment, and Latino populations#® Any observed foot traffic patterns in this analysis therefore likely understate the
true magnitude of the declines.



This report draws on two complementary sources of qualitative and survey data collected from small business owners and
entrepreneurs in Los Angeles County: a pre-focus group survey and nine focus group interviews completed by 75 entrepreneurs.
Together, these data provide insight into how intensified immigration enforcement affected business operations, financial
conditions, and wellbeing among entrepreneurs operating in immigrant and Latino communities.

Data collection took place between April and May 2026 in partnership with community-based organizations serving immigrant
entrepreneurs. Focus groups were conducted primarily at Inclusive Action for the City (IAC) in Boyle Heights, with additional
sessions held at Initiating Change in Our Neighborhoods Community Development Corporation (ICON CDC) in Pacoima and
Managed Career Solutions (MCS) in the Harbor area.

The survey and focus groups were designed to provide complementary forms of evidence. The survey documented business
characteristics and self-reported economic and operational impacts, while the focus groups provided detailed accounts of how
entrepreneurs experienced and responded to immigration enforcement activity in their communities.

Participants were recruited through partnerships with Inclusive Action for the City (IAC), Initiating Change in Our
Neighborhoods Community Development Corporation (ICON CDC), and Managed Career Solutions (MCS). These
organizations shared information about the study with entrepreneurs in their networks and invited interested individuals to
complete an online interest form or email expressing their interest. After expressing interest, participants were contacted by the
UCLA Latino Policy and Politics Institute (LPPI) research team to confirm eligibility, receive additional information about the
study, complete the pre-focus group survey, and schedule a focus group session.

Eligible participants were business owners, managers, or supervisors who operated a business within Los Angeles County and
were at least 18 years of age.

Prior to participating in a focus group, respondents completed a 17-question survey administered through Qualtrics or in paper
form. The survey was available in English and Spanish.

- Survey questions collected information on:

- Business characteristics and sector

- Business revenues and operational conditions

- Perceived impacts of immigration enforcement

- Changes in customer activity and business operations
- Financial stress and business performance

- Emotional and mental health impacts

Survey results are used throughout the report to describe patterns among participating entrepreneurs. Because participants
were not selected through a probability sample, survey findings should not be interpreted as representative of all Latino-owned
or immigrant-owned businesses in Los Angeles County.



Nine focus groups were conducted between April and May 2026. Sessions ranged from approximately 90 to 120 minutes and
included between 5 and 12 participants. Seven sessions were conducted in Spanish and two were conducted in English.
Participants received a $200 gift card upon completion of both the survey and focus group.

Focus groups were facilitated by two trained moderators and explored participants' experiences before, during, and after the
June 2025 immigration enforcement surge. Discussion topics included:

- Business conditions prior to the raids

- Immediate operational and financial impacts
- Changes in customer behavior

- Employment and staffing challenges

- Business adaptations and coping strategies
- Financial strain and recovery

- Consequences to health and wellbeing

All focus groups were audio recorded and professionally transcribed. Respondent and business names reported throughout this
study are pseudonymes.

The study included 75 entrepreneurs representing a diverse cross-section of the Latino small-business economy in Los
Angeles County. Participants operated businesses across both formal and informal sectors.

Formal businesses included restaurants, bakeries, retail stores, salons, barbershops, childcare providers, auto repair
businesses, florists, furniture retailers, and other brick-and-mortar establishments. Informal and semi-formal businesses
included street vendors, swap meet vendors, food truck operators, home-based food businesses, caterers, and self-employed
service providers. Although some businesses are categorized as informal in this report, many operated with local permits
and complied with applicable municipal regulations.

Approximately 75% of participants identified their business as immigrant-owned, and 92% reported that immigration
enforcement activity had occurred in the community where their business operated.

Two pairs of respondents represented different operating locations of the same business enterprise. These cases were
retained in qualitative analyses because they reflected distinct experiences and business contexts. For revenue-loss
calculations, duplicate businesses were counted only once to avoid double counting.



This study was designed to document the experiences of entrepreneurs affected by immigration enforcement rather than to produce
statistically representative estimates of all Latino-owned or immigrant-owned businesses in Los Angeles County.

Participants were recruited through community-based organizations, and entrepreneurs experiencing substantial impacts may have
been more likely to participate than those reporting little or no disruption. As a result, survey percentages reported throughout the
study should be interpreted as descriptive of participating entrepreneurs rather than estimates of prevalence for the broader business
population.

The sample also included a larger number of women than men, likely reflecting recruitment pathways, availability, and willingness to
participate in focus-group discussions.

Immigration status was not systematically collected through the survey instrument. This decision was made to reduce barriers to
participation and avoid increasing respondent discomfort. References to undocumented status, DACA status, lawful permanent
residency, or U.S. citizenship therefore reflect information voluntarily disclosed during focus groups and should not be interpreted as
comprehensive measures of the sample.

Finally, reported business losses, debt accumulation, operational disruptions, and health impacts are based primarily on self-
reported survey and focus-group data and were not independently verified. Revenue-loss estimates presented in this report should be
interpreted as approximations intended to illustrate the scale of reported disruption rather than precise measures of economic loss.

Our figures are not measured estimates of actual county-wide losses, but extrapolations based on specific assumptions.
Specifically, we assume a modest county-wide decline in foot traffic, set conservatively below what we observed in the outer bands
of enforcement sites, and apply it to comparable business sectors across LA County to produce illustrative economic estimates.

A tally of businesses across the nine enforcement sites, compared against the 2023 Census Bureau County Business Patterns,*
indicates that our sample includes roughly 2.0% of all LA County retail, grocery, and other businesses that rely on foot traffic for
revenue. To build the county-wide universe, we matched our business sectors to their corresponding Census industry categories and
counted all such establishments in the 2023 County Business Patterns, yielding roughly 51,900 businesses, county-wide. Because
the Census counts individual establishments rather than properties, businesses that our mobility data record within retail complexes
appear in these counts under their own industry categories, such as retail or restaurants.

We apply a county-wide foot traffic decline of 1.0%, about two-thirds of the 1.63% decline observed at the outer bands of enforcement
sites. We convert the assumed decline into dollars one sector at a time, in three steps. First, we take the average number of visits a
business in that sector received over the two weeks before the enforcement actions, based on our sample. Second, we multiply those
visits by the assumed 1.0% decline and by the sector’s average spending per visit. This gives the estimated two-week loss for a single
business. Third, we multiply that loss by the number of establishments in the sector county-wide and sum across the six sectors.
Monthly figures scale the two-week total to an average calendar month of 3044 days, so the monthly estimate is slightly more than
double the two-week estimate.



Using the parameters outlined above, we determine that a 1% decline in foot traffic yields estimated county-wide spending losses
of roughly $52 million over two weeks and $114 million over a month. As an even more conservative alternative, applying a 0.5%
decline in foot traffic (about one-third of the observed 1.63%) halves these figures, to roughly $26 million over two weeks and S57
million over a month.

We do not observe foot traffic beyond our study sites, nor can we confirm that a decline of 0.5% or 1.0% held uniformly across the
county. Moreover, our revenue figures are not observed measures; they draw on patterns observed across the nine sites and extend
conservative estimates of those trends to the population of comparable Los Angeles County businesses. Finally, the uniform
decline is applied to all sectors, including grocery, even though grocery foot traffic rose slightly at our study sites. This choice has a
negligible effect on the totals, as grocery accounts for roughly 4% of the projected losses.

Using transaction-level consumer spending and mobility data, an independent analysis estimates that ICE enforcement
was associated with a 20-25% decline in consumer spending in immigrant-heavy Los Angeles County retail neighborhoods,
amounting to roughly $280 million in lost sales over one month. Their findings validate the direction and significance of our
estimates, offering independent confirmation that the enforcement surge produced substantial economic harm.#?
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