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Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment Briefing:
Terms of Reference for the Review of the Immigration Profiling Branch
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Purpose

1.

2,

INZ Strategy % ' (_'_--.

This briefing provides you with a brief outline on the proposal to review the Immigration
Profiling Branch (IPB). Also attached is a draft Terms of Reference which defines the
proposed scope, governance and timelines of this review.

Background and Context

In May 2005, the IPB was established to make decisions on applications from migrants
that might pose a risk to New Zealand's international reputatlon tnternatlonai\
reputation is defined as "an applicant who may have had ary’ assomahon w;tﬁ \
membership of or involvement with any government, regime, groub bu@géncy that- has
advocated or committed war crimes, crimes against humamt} agd!ﬁr other gross
human rights abuses”. {'f:' ‘\ﬁ_": »\>-~ =
At that time of its establishment, the Officials Demestlcx‘and Eﬂe\mal Secunty
Committee formed the Inter-agency Advisory GrOufn@m;klng group: oFoiﬁc:lals from
INZ, the Department of Prime Minister and Cabmet, Néw Zealap S\ecun.ty Intelligence
Service, New Zealand Police and the Ministry. r‘;&f(f’rarefgn Affairs| éjl'rade This group
supported INZ to determine criteria to rdent.fiy v(sa app,hean!a tHat may pose an
unacceptable risk to New Zealand’s lntem::itqenal reputahon and should therefore be
referred to the IPB for a decision. The: crﬁem is courtr ased The referral of alf visa
applications from particular counmeg“*was cons;dered 4t'the time, to be the most
appropriate mechanism to manage reputatlonai ns"k\\ e

As set out in the attached. Tenm. of Reference 1he.¥roposal is that the IPB be reviewed
over the next three mc;zn/’ehs w1th #esultm v&u.;:omes and recommendations submiited to
Cabinet in October Q{3/ )

INZ's wsforj; 15 that in 3\045 we are recognised as a trusted partner delivering
outstanding, nﬁm|grat10n servides and bringing in the best people New Zealand needs
to ptrosper In order to achieve this, INZ needs to continually review and develop its

«1b”usrneéz proces/ S, practlces infrastructure and the technology it uses.
, A

Te achleyeﬁﬁa\FNZ has recently reviewed and implemented the way that it delivers its

& ser\nces W|th a fisicus on achieving:

V Qperational excellence

s6c

Q 'ax_} Providing better services with greater reach at lower cost

In the implementation of this review, the structure of the business was changed, some
branches were recommended for closure and Visa Application Centres' were
introduced. The IPB however remained relatively unchanged because any significant
changes to its operation would need careful management and Cabinet agreement.

1 INZ has partnered with Visa Application Centres to improve the service that it offers. For applications that are
lodged with a VAC, Immigration Officers can proceed directly to the decision stage.

3



Why a review of the IPB is timely

8. INZ considers that a formal review of the IPB is required to ensure that the business
objectives of INZ continue to be met and that the:
» original intent as agreed by Cabinet continues to be relevant
* current model applied in 2005 is still fit for purpose
s current structure is efficient and effective in managing risks to our international
reputation.
Who have we consulted with? 24
" = .?7 —zﬁ.\
9. INZ has circulated the Terms of Reference to the Ministry of For§gn A‘ffarrs and fT fade;‘
the Security Intelligence Service, Police and also the Departp ehtidf*l&nme M:Fust?.r*and
Cabinet. These agencies are comfortable with the propos‘ﬁiffglfewa\ﬁ‘I \ “\> -
\ Q\ \-‘_;
Next Steps 3 O N “\\:\
10.  The draft Terms of Reference will be dlscusseci nd,ﬂoted bjrL g‘\\‘\)ﬁlclals Domestic
and External Security Committee meetmg Jo@’Sju{y 2’013 &
Ny .- Y \,’
\
11. A Cabinet paper will be developed for cﬁnsmeratlon by abmei in October 2013.
! ", ~, ,"{\ v
O
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- N \/(‘i’/.':.
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¢ £ . . .
IMMIGRATION w @i Ministry of Business,
NEW ZEALAND \,ﬁg} Innovation & Employment

DRAFT .

Terms of Reference for the Review of the Immigration Profllmg\Btar)ﬁh and ”
Associated Risk Management Functions’.~ o~ \ N 2
\ \_} ."\:{,--—‘-’

Background /N N\

1. Immigration risk is managed through all parts’bf\lnimlgratmn Newkze‘afand (INZ).
Security and reputational risks are primarily ma’n‘agéd«through thé \@nlgratlon Profllmg

Branch (IPB) Q V seq »%
< ' <

2.  The |IPB was established in 2005 followm/g the nam ._ij?f'ParIiament of two Iraqi
nationals who were identified as hawhg an assagr tigR-with Saddam Hussein. The
presence of these individuals Fere was deemed at the time, to pose a risk to New

Zealand’s international reputation” The IPB pr erses applications from countries
identified as high nsk \(\

)/ §\c»

<2 . l_‘\ ) ’
N PZINS
3. Since the IPB was aqt up, fur‘thbf Aotk has been added to its brief and it is now
responsible rfqrdeteuﬁmmgap&tcaﬂbns involving and assessing S6= Séc.

counter /prolrfsf%tnen risks. with-patticular regard 1o e proposeu fielas of study for
foretgr(éjt@ents In the c:jrjtegef of INZ Vision 2015 and its change programme for the
Glpbal SEW1ce Delivery Model (GSDM) and the Immigration Global Management
,,Systém {IGMS,‘: it is Atimely to review the IPB’s role given the technology
advansements ‘th@, IGMS may provide.

/4’) Dther mmlgﬁﬁi@:\ Ssecurity risk management processes do not dlrectiy involve the IPB, ‘
F, e - /- - S e
/ s6C
- This review will look at the value (from the perspective of INZ, but also a wider frame

of NZ nc / whole-of-government) of this screening function, and whether there are
Y /*t;@'tterlalternatlves

( 7INZ's Vision 2015

JB: ~/ INZ’s Vision 2015 is one of the drivers of this review. The Vision is “to be recognised
as a trusted partner, delivering outstanding immigration services and bringing the best
people New Zealand needs to prosper”. Achieving the Vision will be a key objective
when determining the best operating model. INZ has recently reviewed, and is

implementing, through a new GSDM, the way that it delivers its services with a focus
on:
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e Operational excellence;
+ Providing better services with greater reach at lower cost; and
. . S

6. In the implementation of the review visa processing within the business was changed,
some branches were recommended for closure and Visa Application Centres (VACs)
were introduced’.

INZ’s Global Service Delivery Model {(GSDM)

7. The GSDM documentation recommended that the work of the IPB-be carried out byr
INZ processing hubs. However, a decision was made f&]kzwmg the GS»EFQ
consultation to retain a specialist office in Wellington for mmngratuon ‘profiling ffcpr thsT»

time bein PANZ2\
9. SEec  Sec RN 4 \_ \> e
8. Further options were also identified as needing to be eXEIored [e g. goss;ble rerfocatlon
of the IPB with the | SE In if\ A?}iegm a fixed ‘terﬁ\ Jmmigration
manager has been appointed to the IPB, pend}ngjtmher work omhoné for its future.
\. //' N ‘ \\___)
Immigration Global Management System (IGMS) F i N ;j =

9. IGMS will bring significant changes, ¢o t e 1Né/operatmg mogdel, some of which may
render aspects of current busmew\dﬁsm for the lRﬁ redundant, for example the
S “~\. N {'\\\\\\'
Work needs to be done to enshrexhat the ‘ut*gra \model for managing secutity and
reputational risk takes full :idVantage of the{uﬁc{ronéhty IGMS will offer.

Problem Definition ?, hy \/- AN

‘|

10.  In funding the esfabhshmant of [?(g I;.PQ‘m/E‘OOS Cabinet agreed [CBC MIN (05) 17/14]
that the outcomes sought were ?a,\ £

a. Enhance ﬁge,q]:lallty and mﬂsustency of decision making;
b. Cm\rrir{)«L @Qlﬁsmn maklngr rn New Zealand;
Applvwofllmg ‘acrossfthe business;

¢ ;é/\ Imarove the‘ir;aaﬁh and quality of client risk management strategies (including

)\ Profiling, fraudi@nd border security)

2. Fit tﬁe ,qonﬁgurat:on and resourcing of the delivery network and the IT
mfraatructure for the tasks required;

f' _-@ﬁntfnue to offer good customer service and attract quality migrants; and

& {fg Raise the level of public confidence in immigration decision making.

N
2,

. The Cabinet paper also noted that “the strategy envisages that within the next five
years immigration decision making will be moved onshore, with decisions made by
New Zealanders”. A decision was subsequently taken by Cabinet not to proceed with
this proposal however, as it was considered impracticable.

' INZ has partnered with VACs to improve the service that it offers. For applications that
are lodged with a VAC, Immigration Officers can proceed directly to the decision stage.
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12.  The purpose of this review is to:

» Review against 2005 intent: review to what extent Cabinet’s original intent has
been met;

» Fitfor-Purpose: review, and consider if the current model is still “fit-for-purpose”,

particularly in the context of a changing operating environment and perceptions of
an appetite for risk;

« Effectiveness and efficiency: review current structure in terms of its cost and
impact and assess a number of alternative options/models that may offer a more.

effective and/or more efficient way of achieving Cabinet’s intent. . J \
13. A review of the IPB and its function is therefore required to ensuré\{hp?u\contlnues o
meet Cabinet's 2005 outcomes while ensuring that reputatlonal nsrcs a,r/ef appro;pdgte}y
managed /') N h/ "f O : ?-_— ~

\

AN o,
Scope O N \

/

14.  The project is limited to investigating whether tr(e(e’\/are better ways*‘o\fx managing
immigration security and reputational risks tharr) the current c}r,ganwsatnnal structure
and business process, with a particular fm:us ﬁn” evalualmg 1o Jv,uhat degree the
outcomes agreed to by Cabinet have been met and whethér the. u::urrent arrangements
are the most effective way of managing' rept}tajlonal rnsif Thls will involve looking at
current state, in-depth analysis and gjse jhe devélqpment ‘of a range of options.
issues that will be addressed in this i‘amew lnclude\\

\-'

¢ Is the current way INZ def:nes and managé&ﬂ&k fo New Zealand's internationai

reputation still approp/%{e’-‘ ' /(/“) BN
+ s defining risk by /ourﬂry\,tbe bes}mechamsm and process for identifying high risk
appllcatlons’? // oy \ M) )
. i \._/ i

What is the [masi eﬁéctive waz.r of assessing risk to our international reputation?
(This inclodes ientifyin the ‘cost.of accepting a migrant who is deemed to pose an
unac-:.gpta tﬂa sk to Newi'ealand s reputation);

Hoth'farr‘ any new orgamsa‘flonal strategy for managing reputational risk leverage
fthe capablhtles {GMS will offer?;

¢ /A’ Wﬁa‘ do out FWe Eeuntry Conference partners do in this area and what leaming’s
— are ther&for N w Zealand?;

$ O/'L‘-‘.i«' Are trué makmg the most use of our New Zealand pariners to support our decision
) _njakmg_? and

’,EUH analysis, including a cost-benefit analysis, of the current model versus a range

/f-’ A o‘i alternatives.  This will include looking at the present cost of IPB decisions

: Ny \ against the benefits which is/has been derived from screening out those who pose

[\ reputational risk (since 2005, the IPB has been allocated approximately $20million,

\//  and the cost of making an IPB decision has increased to just over $600 since
- 2008/09 as opposed to $110 for other branches).

15.  The scope does not include any purview over the operational management of the 1PB
or any potential successor(s).

RESTRICTED
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Governance and Resources

16. As this review impacts across INZ and externally, INZ will lead and coordinate it in
close consultation with the relevant areas of the business.

17.  INZ will invite MFAT, Police, the SIS, Treasury and the Department of Prime Minister
and Cabinet to form an external reference group to help INZ develop and test ideas.

18. The following diagram illustrates the proposed Govemance Structure. All decisions
relating to recommendations will be made by INZ in prior consultation with the Project
Board. The Project Board will consist of senior INZ members as well as senior
representatives of SIS and MFAT. DPMC officials will be invited to attend as anrzf”:-
when required. A General Manager within INZ wili lead the review,” ’/*} < A "

(\' \// r‘/f—. .-:J ~
) _A\.\ v W\ § ]
Project Board: Immigration New Zealand Ieadershlp KN\ e N
team and a senior representative of MFAT;rS/}S\ v ) v,- 7
{DPMC) N \
{ -—:\
4 -~ AR
NN
INZ Project Management r@{/}’e\ ( Q )
by a senior IN2 gen \\ S
4 Y Nt
m> N
PN .-
» L = e
. ‘\ _:) AN O 7""
Internal Reference Group \) ¢ \E)}t;?rnal Reference Group
Visa Services Dwns:cm ; /O ':__.. J’ DPMC
Immigration Risk and Inta| Hﬂe ce jvlston N N Treasury
Settlement Protectu:u{ eﬁ:d A\t\p // N RS MFAT
1
MBIE Po‘icy" /j. WN__I/ sis I
SerwceuSuppgr‘g\Group A ’\//\ T Police
/. e A .\Ala\‘\. — = - =
\>~ AT
Timeline O

._\ v

19. The timehn/conforms to GSDM processes (the IPB has a manager appointed fora 12
»rﬁonfh ﬂ)uad termin JLkne/.:O13)

(Gt A\ - - S
Yj{sk 2N\ Completed by

N\pa'o)téo‘t group

{,(/_ s —

.:Praﬁ up key messages and communication plan To be finalised by

N Yy

| |
1Y

Si@\n 16if to Terms of Reference and establishment of a May 2013

end June 2013

ODESC noting of the Terms of Reference 5 July 2013

Consult Terms of Reference with Minister of Immigration, End June

and draft up key holding messages

N T
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T

i Analysis and review July 2013

Development of options for a recommended approach July 2013

Development of a business case — including a cost benefit | August 2013
analysis and identification of resources reguired

1
Cabinet paper development and consideration ' October 2013

Risks /5 g’

Risk Mitigation D Ajf i
/\, /\ s ‘\'\_./'5

Resourcing pressures hinder | There is  very Ilrrﬁifed, \;bope for Vatarmal |

progress reprioritisation in Service port. df. this b,ecomes
] an issue, itmay t @eoe»ssary to éonlmc:l in external

support. /“{f‘ P

Internal disagreement Esca Iatuzfp 10 Prd/ct B/a<rd

External agency pushback on 0\ qm:;)maged i, necessary, through ministerial
| change proposals | 'cons ..’aT‘on ’ A V

Z‘\ o —
Medla leaks %ﬁn%munmz&»o{ﬁ)ian to be developed by early June

Staff uncertamty J"\<m Commuh tltm plan to be developed by early June
U

impacts R ,_/_,,“C3 J

/ A7 AN~ - = '
Ministers preferjorghange [,.,‘/\\%se ministerial consultation throughout the

{ “Sﬁ A fu._\‘_‘;;}‘\pr cess. Also, recognition throughout the review
‘»\ e +that an ‘enhanced status quo’ is a live option.

efra nee s to Escalation to Project Board
é\sm ternal |
tat[on .

/() _\ -

W

f\\

Recon‘uﬂéndqtlons

20. l;/z/s\tecommended that you agree to the proposed scope of this ToR and the
‘governance structure associated with the review.

SN

Acting Deputy Chief Executive - Immigration
Ministry of Business, Innovation
and Employment

RESTRICTED



Office of Hon Michael Woodhouse

Minister of Immigration Associate Minister of Transport
Minister of Veterans’ Affairs National Member of Parliament

04 JUL 2013

Rt Hon John Key s Sl

Prime Minister 2 L -\\\\

Parliament Buiidings N\ e

WELLINGTON N AN \\J)
AN ™ AN

A\ \»> >
) - TN Y "\—_.\.\ .‘\)

Dear Prime Minister //) 5_\___ ‘-ﬁ?':‘i\,‘»

| am writing to you in your capacity as the MlnISlEl' IPf Ehafge of the‘New Zealand

Security Intelligence Service. 7 ’_‘\\x‘ :

| am writing to inform you of an intended rew Imm raho‘n NEW Zealand’s (INZ)

Immigration Profiling Branch (IPB). 1 haveatt?ched frbr* wt irfformation, the draft
Terms of Reference and a brteflng Qap\exf m;w:ded @z\my Shicials.

) ) \
As you wilt be aware, the {FB w:as estab |s®d’ in May 2005 following the
identification of two lraql natfqnals associate “with the regime of Saddam Hussein.
The IPB has been fully g@éﬁa’nor:-ai for ihe Eastmght years and | consider it timely to
review the |IPB’s functto hcturezand\gpcesses to ensure that it is achieving its
original objectives as agre by Cahlijnet.~Also, | wish to ensure that the |PB function
Is appropriately 5tructurefd to su;ﬁp@ﬁ lmmlgrat:on New Zealand's Vision 2015.

INZ mtendyfcﬁ)ﬁlacﬁ this |tern o ﬁqe agenda for the Officials Committee for Domestic
and External'éa’ﬁunty Coordlngtton to discuss at its next meeting in July, with the
intention- of auﬁmlttlné\\a paper for Cabinet consideration in October 2013. The
Deﬁaﬁmehﬁﬁf Prime: Mrf‘nstér and Cabinet, the Security Intelligence Service, and the
Mmzs\(y of Forerg\n M"a}fﬁ and Trade will play an active part in the governance of this
NN

(¢ ™

I x‘n:rould ,bﬁ\gr\ateful for any feedback you wish to provide.
/“ \V _‘ \/
Ou:’s/ smcerely

f f

A

Hon Michael Woodhouse
Minister of Immigration

Private Bag 18041, Parliament Buildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand. Telephone 64 4 817 6836 Facsimile 64 4 817 6536



Office of Hon Michael Woodhouse

Minister of Immigration Associate Minister of Transport
Minister of Veterans’ Affairs National Member of Parliament

04 JUL 2013

Hon Murray McCully

2 e

Minister of Foreign Affairs 7 I

. - ¢ &7 N
Parliament Buildings N2 >
WELLINGTON oY YY)

. -ﬁ_\._\ (A l‘.._\:‘__ .
( "\\.} "r\\:?/.- W
/._\L \A/\. <\‘: '.“:.

Dear MirfSter A(_\ % N, . .\?:::. \

| am writing to inform you of an intended rewew\q‘fdmpmgratmn New Zealand s (INZ)
Immigration Profiling Branch (IPB). | have/attached, fo/ypur\nfermation the draft
Terms of Reference and a briefing paper pmwde’d by m1.r mfflc\arsf
CAN

As you will be aware, the IPB fuas establlsh&d ? ‘May 2005 following the
identification of two Iraqi nationals. asspgiated w&th\hg regime of Saddam Hussein.
The IPB has been fully operational for the last ellgfht\years and | consider it timely to
review the IPB’s functions, struttiire and pat’@@eéses” to ensure that it is achieving its
original obhjectives as ag,re,egi yCabinet—Also..! wish to ensure that the IPB function
is appropriately structur&d%syppo}lhlz s Viulon 2015,

INZ intends to place \this)jem Or¥ ‘bh“e agenda for the Officials Committee for Domestic
and External Sectg;rty, (oordm@@ﬂ fo’ discuss at its next meeting in July, with the
intention of 8 mlt{mg a p‘aber for Cabinet consideration in October 2013. The
Department P/mﬁe Minister’ apﬁ Cabinet, the Security Intelligence Service, and the
MInIStFy\Qf Fore(gn Affqrrs aud Trade will play an active part in the governance of this

re\?w&‘ v T?ﬁ____-_‘/
(Lwt:uld,)ée grate‘ul fr.kr(gny feedback you wish to provide
£ AN

45 % N

Hon Michael Woodhouse
Minister of Immigration

Private Bag 18041, Parliament Buildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand. Telephone 64 4 817 6836 Facsimile 64 4 817 6536
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Coversheet for ODESC ltem

Meeting Date:
5 July 2013

Responsible Agency:
Ministry of Business innovation and Employment (Immigration)

Title of Paper: Terms of Reference for the Review of the immigration Proﬁﬁng Branch and/::
s AN

Associated Risk Management Functions. L2 2%
AN P, o, A
AN F 6w ™
27N / N~ I\\ \ |
N LV o~
'y N \
AN v ‘>/A 0
NN ~ y
Purpose o~ W N :
CON <\

bpéo ‘Qi the Immigration
Profiling Branch. A draft Terms of Reference 1§éﬁa¢h§d for yglk@ note or to provide
comment. S\ /\\\ .

/\-.- ‘\' -“ {‘/- .“_ \

Action required SR\ N 7 ~ N

~ v

1. The purpose of this note is to advise ODESC of j.h;é/':‘upépﬁ?fng r&v/l_e\w\

2. To note / discuss and or to provide cammant ba the draﬂTerma of Reference.

. y ‘AA\‘_.:'{\\ v,
Comments N T AR
\/\ ) '\C.'f' )2
3. In May 2005, the IPB way/?gh{%éd to /ake decisions on applications from migrants that
might pose a risk to New Zealand's inte,rglétionai_reputation. International reputation is defined

as “an applicant who.{raf’ay}ié&é hadéﬁ_, issociation with, membership of or involvement with
any government, regime,gféup or agency-that has advocated or committed war crimes, crimes
against humanity ang/orother g_r_ﬁsé{_hu"r_;}aﬁ rights abuses”.

75 \S NONOWD
4. At that timé-.'p(/ﬁjq;-‘éstablishmeht.\_.the Officials Domestic and Extermnal Security Committee
formed the Inter-agency Advisory Group, a working group of officials from INZ, the Department
of Pr_im\Mhrgigi%r angCabiﬁ_eﬂfNew Zealand Security Intelligence Service, New Zealand Police
and t‘hejf }‘ﬁﬁtry of Fiy ""Q,-Kffairs and Trade. This group supported INZ to determine criteria
to identifyvisa applicants that may pose an unacceptable risk to New Zealand's international
{ fe jutation angd”skioyid therefore be referred to the IPB for a decision. The criteria is country-
based. The ré’qurJéIg of all visa applications from particular countries was considered, at the
time, to be t&e.{néﬁf appropriate mechanism to manage reputational risk
5. INI;-édmicfers that a formal review of the IPB is required to ensure that the business objectives
of INZ Continue to be met and that the:

NS T . .
( ( *, ) ofiginal intent as agreed by Cabinet continues to be relevant

e

e/ current mode! applied in 2005 is still fit for purpose; and
» current structure is efficient and effective in managing risks to our international reputation.

6. INZ has circulated the Terms of Reference to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, the

Security Intelligence Service, Police and also the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet.
These agencies are comfortable with the proposed review.

541622V1 RESTRICTED 1
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IMMIGRATION
HEW ZEALAND

Ministry of Business,
Innovation & Employment

R

DRAFT .
Terms of Reference for the Review of the Immigration Profiling Bl;ahcliand assomated' O
risk management functions AN W)
Background - N oLV

1

Immigration risk is managed through all parts, of irénngratlon Néw Eea‘land (INZ). 60
Security and reputational risks are primarily manégpd ‘through the !mm@ratlon Profiling s¢*
Branch (IPB) : - T4 /

\Q /' & \\

2. The IPB was established in 2005 »foildwmg»ihe nah‘r ng h‘Parhament of two Iraqi
nationals who were identified as h&v;ng ar asspsiatrovf with Saddam Hussein. The

presence of these individuals Here w\as deerned “a'r Ihe time, to pose a risk to New
Zealand’s international reputation. i

3.  Since the IPB was set u@dher wori-:\hifa bﬁen added to its brief and it is now
responsible for deternﬁu‘qu\ phcatlcr:apemﬁblvmg and assessing géea
counter proliferation™ nska with particilar)regard to the proposea neids of study for séc
foreign students! (Irr the context c;ﬂN? Vision 2015 and its change programme for the
Global Service D’el.very Modei ‘(GSDM) and the Immigration Global Management
System, 4t is tWy to re\new ibeiF’B s role.

4. Other iMm:ngaOn secunty nSk fnanagement processes do not directly involve the IPB, -
4 o
Huwewﬁw will look aLthe value (from the perspective ot INZ, but also a wider frame

< ~lof/1>iz the / whoT@of—govemment) of this screening function, and whether there are
better alte rn‘a?(ives
/‘ ) NS
INZs Vision 2015

5. INiC/S’WQn 2015 is the driver of this review. The Vision is “to be recognised as a
,-"'truate;d partner, delivering outstanding immigration services and bringing the best
: "‘“pﬁope New Zealand needs to prosper”. Achieving the Vision will be a key objective
(\ ‘when determining the best operating modet.

iNE's Global Service Delivery Modet (GSDM)

6.  The GSDM consultation document recommended that the work of the IPB be carried
out by INZ processing hubs. However, a decision was made following the GSDM
consultation to retain a specialist office in Wellington for immigration profiling for the
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time being. ?2«

7. Further options were also identified as needinn to be explored (e.g. possible relocation
of the IPB with the in the interim a fixed term immigration s 64
manager has been appointed to the IPB, pending further work on options for its future. <<

Immigration Global Management System (IGMS)

8. IGMS will bring significant changes to the INZ operating model, some of which may
render aspects of current business design redundant. This could include some of the .
drivers for maintaining the IPB in its present form. Work needs to be done to ensure\
that the future model for managing security and reputationai risk taﬁeg}ul advamtage aj‘xk
of the functionality IGMS will offer.

) |
_a} :" #

Problem Definition & i\ NG ”? “‘;

8.  In funding the establishment of the IPB in 2005, Cabjnet, agreed [CBC ‘WN (0&}/17/14]

that the outcomes sought were to: > A RN .\ .

a. Enhance the quality and consistency of dec:fs:o aﬁing, /
c'ﬂ )

S

/ \‘
7 o \ LN
N, \_

b. Control decision making in New Zealanq'( _x

ey e

c. Apply profiling across the business; Q NN

d. Improve the reach and quality o‘f\\sllent nsk,mnagprﬁent strategies (including
profiling, fraud and border sacuntw 2N ﬁ\\“-\:
\\.
e. Fit the configuration and resuurcmgv of the dehvery network and the [T

infrastructure forthe tasks required; © Q/ W
f. Continue to oﬁergoad’cuatomer seiwﬁ and attract quality migrants; and
g. Raise the ieval’;if pubinc confrdénoe indfmmigration decision making.

10. The Cabtnel/paper ko noled tha‘t ‘the strategy envisages that within the next five
years lmnygraiﬁn Hemszﬂm n’iaiﬂng will be moved onshore, with decisions made by
New ZEB{Fﬁ’D‘dEFS" A deC|S|0n was subsequently taken by Cabinet not to proceed with
thls propasa[.ft‘roweuer as |t was considered impracticable.

11. The purﬁise of Ehi-a rewew is to:

/__—.-_ . /aewew ébalnj 21.‘]05 intent: review to what extent Cabinet's original intent has
& ~been mei

> F{for=Pu"pose review, and consider if the current model is still “fit-for-purpose”,
garﬂsuiarty in the context of a changing operating environment and perceptions of

gé appetite for risk;
G ./\_ Effectiveness and efficiency. review current structure in terms of its cost and
('(’\‘I‘ ¥ impact and assess a number of alternative options/models that may offer a more
\J effective and/or more efficient way of achieving Cabinet’s intent.

12. A review of the IPB and its function is therefore required to ensure that it continues to
meet Cabinet's 2005 outcomes while ensuring that reputational risks are appropriately
managed.
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Scope

13.  The project is limited to investigating whether there are better ways of managing
immigration security and reputational risks than the current organisational structure
and business process, with a particular focus on evaluating to what degree the
outcomes agreed to by Cabinet have been met; and whether the current arrangements
are the most effective way of managing reputational risk. This will involve looking at
current state, in-depth analysis and also the development of a range of options.
Issues that will be addressed in this review include:

» Is the current way INZ defines and manages risk to New Zealand’s international. .

reputation still appropriate?; /‘~' /f {'
+ Is defining risk by country the best mechanism and process io\\ﬂ/e:hi{fymg hlgﬁf—ﬁsk N
applications?, / N\ \ A=

« What is the most effective way of assessing risk to. Dur ln‘tapnatlonal répptahon‘?
(This includes identifying the cost of accepting a mrgrant who is degmed to. pose an

unacceptable risk to New Zealand's reputatlon)<’(” . \1 ;‘\

= How can any new organisational strategy fo; manggmg repxr}tatmnal risk leverage
the capabilities IGMS will offer?:

*  What do our Five Country Conferencé\§a\pérs do mfm\s aréa and what learning's
are there for New Zealand?; and . A B

« Full analysis, including a cost- beﬂ tanalys&; a[ the?mfrent model versus a range
of alternatives. This will mcit,_sda 1Iook|ng/at‘ \pfesent cost of IPB decisions
against the benefits which is/has been defw & from screening out those who pose
reputational risk (srnce/gl)@ﬁ the IPB @ogahfallocated approximately $20million,
and the cost of maKing ah/i’PB de:;:g'omhas been increasing to just over $600 since
2008/09 as opposéd’ to }110 for ather branches).

14.  The scope does| fot an;mde any\pumew over the operational management of the IPB
or any potential suzc;essor(s}

x \ 2
J"\

Governancefayd Rasources N '_"
15. As this revi/ﬁu |mpacts across INZ and externally, Service Support Division will lead
apd\ cga;dlnate it injcloe consultation with the relevant areas of the business.

~Coﬂ5¢.rl{at|on in', me fifst instance will be limited to ILT members before further
ELISG‘L.SSIOI‘I ﬁn*h thef reference groups.

%f FNZ will| u‘qwte MFAT Police, the SIS, Treasury and the Department of Prime Minister
g and Cabheim form an external reference group to help INZ develop and test ideas.

17. ﬂ\é follouﬁrlng diagram illustrates the proposed Governance Structure. All decisions

jeja*tng to recommendations will be made by ILT in prior consultation with the Senior

- Users. As General Manager of Service Support, Rob Stevens will be the Executive.
f (\:) | An internal reference group will help inform the review and drive its progress.
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Project Board: ILT and a senior representative of
MFAT

h

Project Executive — Rob Stevens
Project Manager - 2
Business Advisor - > e
9. PR
_ /{; 5 NN
/ —
-
I i /1 \ / (" ~
. - \\ 1 WO
Py ~ NS
Internal Reference Group External Ref/&;&ﬂchrm.’lp g
Visa Services - ' @PML 7 o~
IRID - S~ SIS N
SPA - 3q 1a i O'h‘easury ('i:‘“_:}\‘
Policy - e \QIZ Police /_\ \

"\

Iv/.

l/
18. The General Manager - Service Support wﬂ@& the develqb!‘r\lén‘t of this work and will

-

Timeline 7 /\
19.  The timeline conforms. to\Gé/S)DM prot'.eﬁ
a 12 month flxed‘ier’:; Jﬁne 2&1\(\

require the following resources: QO

e 0.5 Principal Advisor to the Geniﬂh@bﬁager
o (.25 Business Advisor; and < ) 1 X

\\ ‘;\‘\\
» access to subject mattereXDerts iﬁrough@ﬂl&}@ﬁal Reference Group.

(/‘
(f'?

{the IPB will have a manager appointed for

'\

Ta-sk z/)\'\bf{’ % \:‘

Completed by

l 1- \\."}
ILT. Slgn oif to Te?ﬂ{\}:’t Reference and establishment of a

A ard]eet;é‘roup

| End May 2013

'1 %t up, ke/}ﬁe;sé;ages and communication plan

End May 2013 1

.....

Cpnsui{ \'Té?)ms of Reference with Minister of Immigration,
aﬂ,d’draﬁ«up key holding messages

End May 2013

/- \

7 ==
fy31s and review | July
~. L,_
/| Development of options for a recommended approach September
Development of a business case — including a cost benefit | November

analysis and identification of resources required

Cabinet paper development and consideration

February 2014
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Risks
Risk Mitigation
Resourcing pressures hinder | There is very limited scope for internal
progress reprioritisation in Service Support. |f this becomes
an issue, it may be necessary to contract in external
support.
Internal disagreement Escalation to Senior Users
External agency pushback on | To be managed, if necessa h ministerialN.y
change proposals consultation. @
AN
Media leaks Communication plan to’,hg\\eioped by %\@Apnl
Staff uncertainty / morale | Communication g@te be develtzpedb\yearly April
impacts / A \) /\ \\""
ini N torr/
Ministers prefer no change , Close rﬁmm\ter}a’l con}éﬁﬂgﬂ throughout the
procgss \Also, recqgﬁlfﬂoﬁ\throughout the review
| that. ahn;e\nhanced status quo isa hve option.
R \\-,:\_‘) \ ¢
.\.':\\“J’J ‘:I LY
Recommendations SN | 0 .
AN w;
20. ltis recommended t guragree to the | pmposed scope, governance and timelines of

the review of the ,pggcﬁj

8 and Drda[n:satbbnal structure INZ has adopted to manage

immigration secunty gq putatfanabrlsk
M ,{‘ e 2\ o
/";} \\\.X\V“‘::‘-l) ;'\&; -:::--*-:‘\.
(0 N N0V
AA'._X/ 4 “«\ A
/7 ,\\\\/:? ¢ '~..\\:"/;/
\/ p /_r’ v, \ \-h.r v
/R Stevens \\ (4
neral Man?ger p-
Se‘rvlce Suppert.
' ’-{'/L&
2
{ &S
N
P
(QO)
RESTRICTED
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&
b . .
IMMIGRATION w@‘ % ~  Ministry of Business,
Rep sEAA S0 Innovation & Employment

T

R e 48

DRAFT
7
Terms of Reference for the Review of the Immigration Profiling Branchand .\
Associated Risk Management Functions \“</‘ 7 A N
R A:\, e \7|
7 N, T
Background NN N . ?‘

1. Immigration risk is managed through all parts of immigration New- Q% land” (INZ).
Security and reputational risks are primarily mana;geﬁ\ fough the, {mrmg{atm’n Profiling

Branch (IPB) Sea &6‘: M Q '.

\

2 The IPB was established in 2005 foiIG[Wier \tl"'e namm’gﬂm Pch.ament of two Iraqi
nationals who were identified as ha‘-d”ng &n\a'ssocrat*o ~with~Saddam Hussein. The
presence of these individuals hera\w.g“s deemed /at the ﬂme to pose a risk to New

Zealand’s international reputatlon.\\ A ) N \\\.‘:\ \)\-
N
3. Since the IPB was set up; fuﬁher work has) bee\n‘added to its brief and it is now
responsible for determmnﬁqapplu.atlons mkxowu*g ' and assessing g &« v Sk

counter proliferation m@g v.‘nth/ partlcuiar ragard to the proposed tields of study for
foreign students. In-the €otitext of/I"».iZ Wisioh 2015 and its change programme for the
Global Service Délive r}*\‘ﬁ.ﬂodel (GSDM} and the Immigration Global Management
System, itis umely to rewew thé IF’B S.role.

4.  Other lm@ratloﬁ secunt',krusk nrai‘ragement processes do not directly involve the IPB,
S
Thr@\rewew will look'at the, value {from the perspective of INZ, but also a wider frame $-© -
/ef HZ a6’/ whois—of@oxzemment) of this screening function, and whether there are
ihéﬁer)arternalive‘ss? W,

/r y ke “\ ¢ \ )
lNZAs Vision 2015
5. INZs V*smn 2615 is the driver of this review. The Vision is “to be recognised as a

t_r\:;[s{eg pafiner, delivering outstanding immigration services and bringing the best
peqple New Zealand needs to prosper”. Achieving the Vision will be a key objective
wﬁen determmlng the best operating model.

£\ N

*lNZ’é/»G!obal Service Delivery Model (GSDM)

6. The GSDM consuitation document recommended that the work of the IPB be carried

out by INZ processing hubs. However, a decision was made following the GSDM
consultation to retain a specialist office in Wellington for immigration profiling for the
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time being.

7. Further options were also identified as needing to be explored (e.g. possible relocation
of the IPB with the . in the interim a fixed term immigration
manager has been appointed to the IPB, pending further work on options for its future.

Immigration Global Management System (IGMS)

8. IGMS will bring significant changes to the INZ operating model, some of which may
render aspects of current business design redundant. This could include some of the
drivers for maintaining the IPB in its present form. Work needs to be done to ensure -,
that the future model for managing security and reputational risk t;.tgefg\fuli advantage N

of the functionality IGMS will offer. ¢ \\ @

Problem Definition

9.  In funding the establishment of the IPB in 2005, Cablnet sgr‘eéd [8BC 'ﬂIN DS‘{‘I?/‘M]
that the outcomes sought were to: / /‘) } NN

a. Enhance the quality and consistency of deca/wpn I'qe(klnb ,»f"\\:f‘\“-*- ‘:""\

b. Control decision making in New Zealand; . \/a// > ,f\\(a_\)__.‘- i

c. Apply profiling across the business; . /\\> o J?\\w '

d. Improve the reach and quallty of ‘Cﬁﬁﬁ’( Tisk n“énsgempnt strategies (including
profiling, fraud and border securlty},-\ S ¢ \\

e. Fit the configuration and t:eaeﬂfrcmg &‘\th:e .r*ellvery network and the |IT

infrastructure for the tagks required; /) R,
f. Continue to offer/gtjﬁd ﬁoeeﬂmer servrae and attract quality migrants; and
g. Raise the Ievet of mfbhg COl‘lfldél'i{“.’P in m’rm!gratlon decision making.

10. The Cabinet Dataer ak%o noted ti‘fa(“the strategy envisages that within the next five
years :mmtg(agbn décision makmg Anill be moved onshore, with decisions made by
New Zea’laﬂders A declsron‘was subsequently taken by Cabinet not to proceed with
this pro@ﬂgé! Ktwever, as it Was considered impracticable.

1. ThHe puy@ﬂe of thls rewr;w is to:

7
< (: Review a\gaﬁst 25}{15 intent: review to what extent Cabinet's original intent has
/7 ) L\ been met

: "4 Flt-fur-Pu_mose review, and consider if the current model is still “fit-for-purpose”,

éliticutarly in the context of a changing operating environment and perceptions of
L lap appetite for risk;

\»/ Effectiveness_and_efficiency; review current structure in terms of its cost and
*, impact and assess a number of alternative options/models that may offer a more
\\) effective and/or more efficient way of achieving Cabinet’s intent.

A review of the IPB and its function is therefore required to ensure that it continues to

meet Cabinet’'s 2005 outcomes while ensuring that reputational risks are appropriately
managed.
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Scope

13.  The project is limited to investigating whether there are better ways of managing
immigration security and reputational risks than the current organisational structure
and business process, with a particular focus on evaluating to what degree the
outcomes agreed to by Cabinet have been met; and whether the current arrangements
are the most effective way of managing reputational risk. This will involve looking at
current state, in-depth analysis and also the development of a range of options.
Issues that will be addressed in this review include:

» Is the current way INZ defines and manages risk to New Zealand's international

reputation still appropriate?; -5

/4
« |s defining risk by country the best mechanism and process for/rde.p}lfymg hlgh risﬁ\ N

applications?; . _/ -

» What is the most effective way of assessing risk to opp sme‘rnahonai repul atnor{?’

(This includes identifying the cost of accepting a migrant Wf‘o is’ deemed to ﬁose an
unacceptable risk to New Zealand's reputation); o~ \

\"

« How can any new organisational strategy for maQQg;na reputat}m%l ns{-: leverage

the capabilities IGMS will offer?; 2

»  What do our Five Country Conference/p ners’do in thr;\afea %d what leaming’s
are there for New Zealand?; and /\_ Q /’f-ﬁ\ O

o Full analysis, including a cost-ben\eﬁtﬁ}alys:s of th cutré’nt model versus a range
of altemnatives. This will |'}\c!Jde\1Q\:;k|ng at’ }he \Present cost of IPB decisions
against the benefits which isfhas been der{Oed %tnm ‘screening out those who pose
reputational risk (since 2605, the 1PB ha “be\en aliocated approximately $20million,
and the cost of mai:u;@\\p]IPB decai has increased to just over $600 since
2008/09 as oppoféd to ?Q"IG for ot b{‘amhes)

14.  The scope does »rjn]?mdlu”dé any pum a.’r'er the operational management of the IPB
or any potentlal chr’e.sEor(s) AN
— \x_ N
Governance apd R\eéodrces ~ \\_
15. As th[s ré,\rlaw |mpacts acrbs; INZ and externaily, Service Support Division will lead
and- coo@r(ate it < cloge consultation with the relevant areas of the business.
/pﬁl\oﬂi{/aﬁon inthe flrstjﬁstance will be limited to Immigration Leadership Team (ILT)

n}e’mpers beioré%}her discussion with the reference groups.

/@ ‘INZ will mwte '\/[‘FAT Police, the SIS, Treasury and the Department of Prime Minister
and Cafﬁmet fo form an external reference group to help INZ develop and test ideas.

17. Thar fafl‘e\wmg diagram illustrates the proposed Governance Structure. All decisions
’ihefatmg to recommendations will be made by ILT in prior consultation with the Senior
véerngmJect Board. The Project Board will consist of ILT members as well as senior

/ ("\ ~ representatives of SIS and MFAT. DPMC officials will be invited to attend as and

\ N\ ,,.!when required. The General Manager of Service Support, Rob Stevens will be the

"~ Executive. An intemnal reference group will help inform the review and drive its
progress.
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Project Board: ILT and a senior representative of
MFAT/SIS (DPMC)

Y

Project Executive - Rob Stevens

Project Manager -
Business Advisor

b

/'\
Internal Reference Group External Reference l:if/>p~ (/'\%
. . _ | / /, /’:';'
Visa Services DPMC \ 7 [r A
IRID - Treasdiy, \ HENG/,
SPA - y T \) \ ‘:&‘“-\ =
b ™
Policy - 5 a2 @S\ 3 “ \ (¢
~ e SN v
SSG - /_ Police PN, G
< O ™ \ v-::‘\u 5

> < AS \
5/4 N
18. The General Manager - Service Support w1|l lea tl:‘l/a’;ievelopq'e 'IhIS work and will
require the following resources: »\ >
« 0.5 Principal Advisor to the General Manj-.:;\g A'

—-R‘--_
» 0.25 Business Advisor; and N \\/\' - /\ ‘b >
¢ access to subject matter exper\ts mugh the’{m\\ Misierence Group.

_/

Timeline

19.  The timeline conform’s(fo;IBSDM pro\;l?e IPB will have a manager appointed for

a 12 month fixed. tenmn June 20‘{/3&

Task /---.,_'_;'?f.’.f {E_\\\ A\ ' Completed by
\ T T A\

AV . NN

~ -\ NN
ILT S§ r‘i‘gif;\t’o Terms of“R’a}erence and establishment of a | May 2013

ject <:.\ B

__H\<(€ up key liﬁess,ages and communication plan To be finalised t;*
/fO % N P \kx early June 2013
=N C it Ie’nlns of Reference with Minister of Immigration, | Early June
g/ﬁ;draﬂ up key holdlng messages
< {}#ngys,ls and review June 2013
-’,,— ‘x\'-\-.\}— — T
Q ) ‘Development of options for a recommended approach July 2013

Development of a business case — including a cost benefit | August 2013
analysis and identification of resources required

Cabinet paper development and consideration Qctober 2013
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| Risk

| Mitigation

Resourcing pressures hinder
progress

There is very limited scope for internal
| reprioritisation in Service Support. If this becomes
an issue, it may be necessary to contract in external
| support.

Internal disagreement

Escalation to Project Boards

External agency pushback on
change proposals

.

7 4
To be managed, if necessary, /tl?f:?ugh mlnlsteﬂéi Y
consultation. <\ & /7 ,. TN

Media leaks

Communication plan to/bomoped by éaﬂg/{JErg

Staff uncertainty / morale
impacts

Communication plan o be déveloped\ eaﬂf June

Ministers prefer no change

/\Q} ﬁ_‘ \ mk/
A \_/‘: ——
Close mmgéte@iff consuita‘xt@ throughout  the

proces recogprjzcn, mﬂghout the review

N
that an\\g\/n?};ced stam’s\f \é a live option.

/S\e{vjc

Timeframe needs to be sc@lét;on to Prﬁjact’\%oard
extended due to external. : /:‘\\&\ \
consultation )

‘ K//\/:\\’)\" <\O \\\f
A ) = N
//i»~\/ ®)
iz \\\ "””,//\ e l\ !
o '\\" / // )
Recommendations fc N\ N \\//\ e
20. Itis recomu (thét Yo agjﬁe iﬁﬂthe proposed scope, governance and timelines of
the rev% \procesiea and" crgamsatlonal structure INZ has adopted to manage
|mm|gra\ (n’ ;etfunty and reh\l)la?onal risk.
/ \ /\’ S~ /
'H.‘\ \// \.\‘D
L—“ ) =t v 4
N /f Eﬁﬁ
\_\(} 7 \
& N
Ropb S‘Leveﬁqs
Géﬂeral Manager
Support

RESTRICTED



2

IMMIGRATION

NEW ZEALAND

[ iuly 2013

Ms Carolyn Tremain
Comptroller

New Zealand Customs chj

PO Box 2218
WELLINGTON 6140 @

D <

\ o

VA

>

<

A

\ \_\f'J.' [ ( ’
<:.\/':’/\\\"\/ A \ ._.\"_/"‘,‘]

: G £ ‘\\__?_

As you may be aware the Ministry of Business Innovation and Eqéﬁ:{kedﬂt {the Ministey)-racently
began a review of its Immigration Profiling Branch (IPB) withi -I.:nmigfaﬁon New Zealand AINZ). The
IPB is responsible for assessing risk to New Zealand's intern t@/aﬁ;rgputationQﬁ"{fﬂ@},established as
a result of concerns raised publicly over former high r ‘D{E'n,g‘l'@qi officil,a@ﬂbw Zealand. At the

time of its establishment it was considered that d)etilling{fﬁfgf?by couzrtr\#\ }he most appropriate
R !

mechanism. The Officials Domestic External Sec@\m\mittee/(@ﬁESQL%ﬁ&orsed the countries to
be referred to the IPB for processing. The LE@Z*\LBS Cf/been,iuiéﬁété{fion since May 2005 and it is

Dear Ms Tremain

K —— N ~ e .
considered that a review of the IPB is req '(é@dafermi?ﬁ\whﬁﬁ}ép!he current model of operating
SN )
is still fit for purpose. N \\ : ALY
N \:“\__ Yy / \;‘;:\\_:\\ >

Given ODESC’s involvement in,\t!{é:'r;\\n,fal estab!ii\h/ }%‘E\q\{ﬁ;e IPB, a paper was put to them which
included a draft Terms of Reference/for the*ir:\nq\l{{r\g. “This draft Terms of Reference included a
Governance structure whl/r)b\@/dz;me Minigt}\(\o@c;ireign Affairs and Trade, the Security Intelligence
Service and the Depaif!.}_wm_i_'rht}fxl?rﬂime M\é@s}‘gr ad Cabinet as participants in the Project Board.
..ﬂ___“. :' Ay - <\\\\\

After discussioq u:}ift\t?Q‘DFSC it was%ﬁhd&red that it would be beneficial for New Zealand Customs
to be part g_{ﬂ;,;‘;-e’g"térnal worki‘h\&\gic:ap as well as a member of the Project Board. This letter is to
formalrlgf_\invi‘te\\ijfﬁm Zegland Custoins to participate in this review. While the external reference
group m@)e’et freq_uthf\?.Egvgf;the next four months the Project Board will only be required at key

dé\c\f%\”p:ﬁ/nﬁfcmg E;?‘ji\\%:fgr\broblem resolution.

QNN
We “would be grg”ﬁefal if you could neminate a contact in New Zealand Customs who could
phrtic}i’ga‘;ﬁgn‘{hﬁékternal reference group and a contact for the Project Board.

RE7RN.
Yoﬁl’)s kh%rely
SV

Rob Stevens
General Manager, Service Support
Immigration New Zealand
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Coversheet for ODESC ltem

Meeting Date:
1 November 2013

Responsible Agency:
Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment (Immigration)

o
&
Title of Paper: Immigration New Zealand changes to assessment of ‘urisaf a;:lphcatlona N
against risk to international reputation. g O\ [ ( T A
QASY AN
,/x.) ™, ("._ Y \r:-"‘x et
_/A/-\_‘\‘x,“ i .\4 —~
Purpose ~ Y By,

¥ <
1. This note informs ODESC of Immigration New/iegﬂd“s (INZ) p@s o reorganise
assessment of, and visa processing for, apphcams(ym m;ay pos&r&“ﬂéﬁ\t@ New Zealand's

) international reputation, including by: \ \, A ,/‘
S~ \ g N ,
s removing the $92¢, N éountry ,hs’t’ abfiroach to profiling for
reputational risk, and replacing it with— '\) :
NP\ -

moving much of the visa demstbn ma\qlng for ,cou\\hy {ist' visa applicants to immigration
offices in INZ's global network, as\qpposed fa‘jsm}sé sing every application from these

countries in the Immlgratm%_]ﬂroﬂllng Brap@lPB)
o\ )

D / o f'/‘\‘\.l > 1s6(e)]
v 2\ 5 -d./:}")’ X \.\{/‘.

Y S ‘\,j.
malntalnmg xthe 1P‘fras a speaﬁhs* rdther than large processing office.
N \\ T

Action reqwrad/ AN\

1. Endors& the prdposed appro /ph as outlined in the attached paper.

) Commenfs A -\;f_ >

2. Thls marier is pumuam 1‘0 the Terms of Reference for a review of the IPB that was agreed by
OBESC in ley 20137 INZ has circulated this paper to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Trade, the, S\ecumtylntetllgence Service, Police and also the Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet.{ These agencies either support the proposed approach (MFAT, DPMC), or have not
prowﬂed cqmment (Police, SIS).

\-\.

541622V1
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24 QOctober 2013

Members,

Officials Committee for Domestic and External Security Coordination

IMMIGRATION NEW ZEALAND CHANGES TO ASSESSMENT OF VISA APPLICATIONS
AGAINST RISK TO INTERNATIONAL REPUTATION

Purpose

1. This note informs ODESC of Immigration New Zealand’s (INZ} plans to reorganise
assessment of, and visa processing for, applicants who may pose a risk to New
Zealand's international reputation, including by:

* removing the 59 2k ‘country list' approach to profiling fi ~\
reputational risk, and replacing it with a ‘ & \
W /}

Jo—

¢ moving much of the visa decision making for ‘country list' visa appli i \
immigration offices in INZ's global network, as opposed to pro ' ge{(ery
application from these countries in the Immigration Profiling Brgq@ﬁ {5 i

] N,
A0
SER\TEE AN

(\Fﬂ\ﬂ RS CANCD D
)" \ . \ \ f;..-"
* maintaining the IPB as a small to medium.\%i\ \;P.éaialist e‘(@;rath\s{' than as a
large processing office. 3N\ ST LR
| dge processing office (/_\C :\ ,f,i?'\\\q ¢
Introduction N S\O J d\\j;*)
e , AN
2. The ‘country list approach i C&;;(@ ) {;/\_}’}@c}l Tor assessing whether visa
applicants pose a reputati g Rk i N%Zeél&)%ﬁ the 3,643 applicants referred
from the list in 12:’1{3‘,@(% R&.B‘S%lﬁw@(é@eclihﬁd on grounds of reputational risk.

>

3. Currently, all jcat rom mt&ﬁ? nationals are sent to the IPB in Wellington
for proces E)\ j ifnits flesebilit :ehw} as resulted in unnecessarily long processing
times-- - 2 will enable significant service and reputational

Viar %g;f» ;
i rﬁiﬁgﬁﬁ by BQ/b‘llﬂg"B plications that pose no reputational risk to be processed

/’"\i.\ where in Ih\l{.‘s __,lr{é ork.
A {sf.i‘) ) Transfersipg, the\mamagement and maintenance of profiling for reputational risk to INZ,
W\ will ersate efficlericies and add flexibility
é//’ countri’?\}m the list. v
« {s6(c)1  °

3. With the rollout of the Immigration Global Management System (IGMS), INZ will be
able to more effectively manage high-risk applications SGe ;
This will further decrease application times for all applicants rom nign-nsk countncs,
as well as create additiona! efficiencies within INZ. This functionality will be available
in 2015/16.
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Background
Immigration Profiling Branch

6. The IPB was established in 2005 following the naming in Parliament of two Iraqi
nationals who were in New Zealand and were identified as having an association with
Saddam Hussein. The presence of these individuals here was deemed, at the time, to
pose a risk to New Zealand’s international reputation.

7. The IPB is a specialist unit located in Wellington where all visa applications from list
countries are sent for processing.

P
is6(c)] 7 N\
NI — N
- N .<_' v L »
> J Vi L\
° NG s
{s6(c)] 5 &= AN \V >
NN - \ {
" \ v a

. In ter(n{s THisk managemegblt has also
performed well in that since the establishment of/}he\bollcy prgwsLonsand IPB, there
have been no further incidents which have caused | goncern from thra point of view of

international reputation. S~ PZENY

8. The definition of someone who may, rﬁss@,a visa, Grea’te a 1>sk to New Zealand’s
international reputation was agreed ta- By~ \Cabinet qr it 2&05 It includes (but is not
exclusive to) applicants “who may have had an ass ;thdn with, membership of or
involvement with any governiient, regifne, gr&up\ a3 agency that has advocated or
committed war crimes, crimes agairst humamty andlor other gross human rights
abuses”. Based on this ﬂq‘hon the nalttjn“gl‘a of > countries were initially identified
as being potentially of- Qh\r butatlonal Tiék by the ODESC using advice from the
Inferagency Adwsorygﬁzhp‘{ G).

10. The IPB is al xe$ptrn§.|ble fo tgssmg applications of Counter-Proliferation
concern. New e.a‘lan has-si efﬁ multiple internationa! agreements agreeing to
manage Cou@er-ﬁraﬁferatlgn wﬂhm MNew Zealand.

lnternat.-onal appmafches for‘“managmg reputational risk

11. NG
\\\ y (-\.\ .
‘--"j/(/'/": {\\"u_ E { 6
Y APy, S o =
A @ sk
M, ..". L if
/--("\ \A\
/-. ™S

Prob’fe'ﬁi/{")efi“nition
A2 ‘fhere are three inter-related problems with the processes and operating model

@&\ | assaciated with the IPB which this paper proposes to rectify.
: "y

rocessing is slow in comparison to other INZ offices

13.  Median processing times for temporary visas for non-IPB applications are four days;
median processing times for IPB applications are 49 days. Currently all offshore
applications and onshore residence applications from nationals from list countries are
transferred to the IPB for processing. Maintaining a high level of customer service has
been problematic for IPB since its establishment, particularly around timeliness. This

RESTRICTED 2
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is caused by applications having to be physically being transporied to New Zealand
and backlogs being not able to be transferred to another branch. These time delays
have subsequently disadvantaged anybody applying from the countries on the IPB list.

14. Differences in processing times are demonstrated in the following table.

200

29 days 59 days

Percentage of temporary decisions made withif 28-d ,,swlthm 59¢ dﬁ‘#S\&nd Mthm 90 days for the
2012/13 financial year at the IPB compareddea@raﬂd’fes a NS

By o Ny
RN TERANY
Nationality-based selection criteriais ™)) -appl{o{aﬂons are referred unnecessatrily

15.  Nationality is a useful faclor. for identify@n@lsk ‘potential.  But usmg an applicant's
nationality alone as thﬁ basis for referral is fidient, as it results in applications that
pose no risk beings referreﬁ the applications referred, since the IPB's
establishment, less- !.i"ranjané per & t\have been declined on the basis of risk lo New
Zealand’s reputat{oﬂ {'see table b/ w?)

‘(ear/ ‘t}ec:&ons Decltnedf&r feputatlonal risk

oéftﬁ?’y 5,113 N\ 22
N .
JRN06077 | 6,01 26
AR
4 _v/ P — ~
N ( 7108 J}i\?fg 25
NN | o8 Oé (>3{759 20
, 2 ;‘\ e -\\ _ 1/)
78S N
% m\@ 3,390 23
o v
CE NI 3,803 23
S~ 1112 | 3288 34
.‘\\ \_/JI -“I
N 12/13 3,643 23

16.  Currently, around 10 per cent of the applications assessed at the IPB are excluded
from being of reputational concern based on age and gender alone. Of the remaining

RESTRICTED 3
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[s6(¢c)3

90 per cent, around 10 per cent are referred by the IPB to the
) for a thorough risk assessment.

17.  The criteria for referral to the IPB is outdated - illustrated by the fact that 10 per cent
of risk unacceptable applicants (excluding applicants from the Refugee Quota Branch)
were from countries not on the list and were processed by branches other than the
IPB. The ! ' has aiready begun developing referral profiles for non-IPB countries to 5
counteract the inflexibility of the current referral criteria.

Existing process for reviewing the country list is unclear
1

[sé(cﬂ Ve,

£ 6a o EAN

L I ¢
€ V- ! /
A, WO S S~ N, S

New technology renders the country list approach redundﬁfﬁ' N A‘ b N,

19.  IGMS capabilities will render redundant the current ‘cauntry Ilét appro‘ach IGMS will
electronically capture data that is contained in the"'chfrept IPB sbqp‘ﬁeh‘iéntary form
(such as military service and governmenl’ ’emprc;yment);

Kﬁ Séeo See

7 ( \\ \ N //;.

N/ S

Proposed approach N \\ /s < AN
s

Retain a (smaller) centralised reputatranaf a.?:d nsk mana&ément function

20. INZ needs to refain a capabihiy for centra}rs\ad \management of reputational and
security risk, because: )

s assessment of spm qllcatlons reg’wres using SEa Sle which
cannot easily be/ htfe offices- querseas (and would not normaily pe made
available to noh KfewZealand Qltlzen:a)

A WY ST gl [s6(c)]

r ey F, A_'.*
-._.' /
\ N

thebe are benéﬂis from having a centralised repository of skills and knowledge

pﬁrtalmng te>the management of reputational and security risk. These risks are
\ Aquite dxﬁ‘erenﬁrf nature from the standard immigration risks (i.e. non-compliance

N
"
Y

/7 ~M with u]sa comiltlons) that are normally assessed in immigration offices.

[ 4

21 HOWENET d"us centralised capability does not need to be the size of the current IPB.
C/ur,rently, IPB has around 30 FTE positions. Following the full implementation of the

SGc , It is expected that a much smaller team would be
/ .f_’tqqmlmd.
~Chanae the avplication referral mode!
| \22_)/ )
1, g(gO
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LY |

- ! )

o &/ " NS
25.  Adopting this process, would seé. & significant drop in the number of applications being
processed by-the IPB (a,ng(l;\cg sequentially, more in the rest of INZ's global

network),~ The /aﬁla belw_}m indication of the potential change in volume.
/L5 \S SO
&2 AV
NG W S Ges (s6(c)]
N \/,)\---’ \\.\ 3
7 N\ N
(‘(,/)j :“// = "'.\\s“::}'
/éLW BN 2011/ 12 2012/ 13
N L (TS
N AR D
~, \_-/
(/@%nsferred to IPB 3,286 3,647
Y. :
/<'/>és§es referredto 5€C 340 374

international reputation (/PB 15 11

(/Q \IK‘\'? Declines for risk to NZ’s
" | decisions only)

% declines 0.45% | 0.30%
26. There could eventually be up to a roughly 70% reduction in the number of branch
referrals to the IPB. Some of this volume drop would be compensated for by
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extendina the range of Sea {s6(c)]

An incremental approach fo the transition is preferable

27. The process for removing the country-wide referral system and replacing it with
< loe would be iterative. This will have several advantages.

» It would give time to socialise and get agreement on the : 5 &
with INZ's partner agencies.

* It would ensure that learmnings can be captured and utilised in the transition
process.

/D
+ ‘Big bang’' impacts on the IPB would be lessened. Some of the ¢ likely head count,

reduction could be managed through attrition and the axbrfy/ 91' fixed term™ .,

contracts, in turn limiting transitional costs. f\> N \‘ ( ( s
AN A '\.._ Vi

» The proposed incremental transition from the countt? list“approach ‘tq ==
s 6e would help maragethe'ifnpacts on ‘other INZ

offices. 1t will aliow time for regionat planning, and meahhe trangition timeframe
has flexibility to respond to any emergmg prea&@és“m other !NZ:D‘I%B&

28. The process for rolling out would need to be eaféfﬁl[y managed to
ensure an appropriate balance betw een poteﬂt‘al]y( po”mpetmg@n&nhes

+ addressing foreign relations prlont;e{:,/(\\/ b &/

+ ensuring close collaboration w:tf'HIQZ 5. bartner qgeﬁr:;se and

O
* managing branch impacts. (Ha, smpothlng *oqt valame drops in the IPB so that
attrition can be used to ml?‘urm‘ss any needj&r Te\gtmdanmes)

o

Benefits and risks of the propd;zd approach/ \/} L‘ N

29.  The benefits of the propfz:s‘a roachr /&E&

e better custcma‘r Wﬁ‘e for~ mokjf the existing IPB client group (as shown
above, IPB dems;bns tend el iake mtch longer), and

¢ INZ cq’r\hnueatd manage repu;at:onal risk as government requires it to do (i.e.
no epan@@ the ac&,{al‘ggﬁc? governing reputational risk).

30. Risks &f’%ﬁé/pgdposed apprch;ﬁ are:

mlspléced perceptic;ns that INZ is stepping back from its mandate to ensure that
\/S wsé appuqalaons"ffom persons posing reputational risk to New Zealand are
) 4 |dent|fL&d aﬁa’)ﬂell managed, and
O

e \ h

r.-\v'! N F I y /I\ \ Ess(c)l

31, Theé,e nsks are manageable.

/”..'-"' -\ Perception risks can be managed by robust communications. H should be noted
7 “hat there is no proposal to close the IPB.

QY - ' isé(c)]

External Consultation

32. INZ has circulated this paper to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, the Security
Intelligence Service, Police and also the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet.

RESTRICTED 6
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These agencies either support the proposed approach (MFAT, DPMC), or have not
provided comment (Police, SIS).

Next steps

33.  The Minister of Immigration wili brief his colleagues (the Minister of Foreign Affairs, the
Minister Responsible for the GSCB and the Minister in Charge of the New Zealand
Security Service) seeking agreement to the new operating model. If agreement is
forthcoming, INZ expects to implement the changes from January 2014.

Recommendations
34 ks recommended that ODESC:

a) note the current nationality criteria for identifying mternatlo?a} reputatlonai r:ék/
is 592 g\ ,

b) note that Immigration New Zealand (INZ) proposes, twé away frtﬂm. t*‘\e
‘country list" anoroach for managing reputational, rlék {Fd “instead ¢ eploy a
s & to ﬂeter@mé which ap caﬁons

need to be processed centrally N\ v

c) note that this more targeted approach will* eﬁgble“better cuattqme\? service for
many INZ clients, while enhancing currpnjf r@k vs}aje guarrd,s‘a)

/3@4 P’ / !@{C’?

-L_‘_A\x

e) endorse the INZ's proposati‘appmach Ao 1%3pagmg reputational risk, as

outlined in recommendatiansa\—]- 'd'above | \\\ )

f) note that next step is for the/Mmlstar@f Immlgratlon to brief the Minister of

Foreign Affairs aqd;»the Rrime Mlnqstewﬁ thxk proposal, and

g) note that the/ \ i & £l '\;\- ’ will, subject to ministerial

agreement, Borm*ﬁepce in 2{!14 and will be gradually rolled out over the
subsequ?p{flz ‘24/month;v oS

ht

,.

d) note

™ /'-—' A \
N R o NN

AN\ Lo N
- . Fa hY -

/
/

e
-

Annexes: , .
A &ountry h‘ssessmant b, La {s6(c)]
B(/(}Dyntfy asse:aspjent.“ 5

v’

7 N4
¢ Q ‘~ 7\
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Ministry of Business,
Innovation & Employment

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment Briefing:
Proposed changes to assessment of visa applications against risk
to international reputation

I Date Sent: | 14 November 2013 !Tracker No: |13/05817

Action Sought

Action Sought Deadline for Action
Minister of Immigration (Hon Agree to recommendations and | N/A
Michael Woodhouse) refer to the Minister of Foreign L% jr
: Affairs and the Minister in Charge: AN G _ A s
of the New Zealand Security e S T . \
Intelligence Service i o
Minister in Charge of the New For information - _’-‘), er!A a8 \ L) v
Zealand Security Intelligence AN L\ R/
Service (Rt Hon John Key) | CONNWMT] (C B\
Minister of Foreign Affairs (Hon A
Murray McCully) \'. SO
= \ \"'.- j - *
| \ ¢ -
Associate Minister of lmmlgratlon L% L1 L
(Hon Nikki Kaye) RE5A WY '
) = - i — R R Ei —

\ Y ~ g gy N S

Agencies Consul‘;ad {im‘.:lude coht’act where relevant)

AWl

Ministry: af Foralgn'}}farrs and ‘Tr‘q‘da New Zealand Security Intelligence Service, Department of ane
M:nrste; and Ca‘binet New Zealanti Police

e
'r.‘\

1

Gontaot {6 Taisphons Discussion (frequired) _

_Name Position Telephone 1st
% U\ Contact
)\ S Manager, Analysis & Project |
1 Management, Immigration New | =
Zealand 5 l 2@>
Nigel Bickle I Deputy Chief Executive, A
| Immigration

Minister’s Office Actions (if required)

For referral to the offices of the Prime Mmlster and the Minister of Foreign Affairs '

MBIE Briefing: Minister's Comments

[

RESTRICTED



RESTRICTED

14 November 2013

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment Briefing:
Proposed changes to assessment of visa applications against risk to
international reputation

The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment recommends that you:

a) note the current nationality criteria for identifying intemational reputational risk is

Y2 a:q
¢ 9 Noted

b) note that a more targeted approach will enable better customer sam;:a for many

Immigration New Zealand clients, while enhancing current risk safe—guards

Moted RN
| ‘\) s
. »

c) agree to an approach to managing visa appllﬂauuns from mdlwduals whho ma‘y pose
risks to New Zealand's intemational reputatmn whichjig hased Qm:(

i. moving away from the ‘country ifst’ appmach and. msfead usu’g a
SGe ta determrne whrch applications need to be
processeaq cenirally ana — A/ s CA

\ p
'

Agree / Discuss

d) . nnte that- ihe proposed new approach has been discussed and endorsed by the
Gﬁimalé‘bomeshc and External Security Commitiee

\i L'* SO\ Noted

'y et

e} note that If you agree, the Sée will commence in early
2 "2014and will be gradually rolled out over the next 18-24 months using foreign affairs
\priorities to guide the impiementation timetable, and

Noted

f) refer this paper to the Minister in Charge of the Security Intelligence Service and
Minister of Foreign Affairs,

Agree [ Discuss
Rob Stevens Hon Michael Woodhouse
General Manager — Service Support Minister of immigration
Immigration New Zealand /]

4 /1 a1t
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Purpose

1.

RESTRICTED

Immigration New Zealand (INZ) has completed its review of the process by which visa
applications are assessed against risk to New Zealand’s intemational reputation. This
briefing outlines the outcome of the review and seeks your agreement to proposals to
reorganise assessment of, and visa processing for, applicants who may pose a risk to
New Zealand’s international reputation.

Background and review findings

2.

&

5 reputattona\; r*e,k profiling

&

In July 2013 you agreed to Terms of Reference for a review of the Immigration Profiling
Branch (IPB). INZ has now completed the review. The findings and proposed new
operating model have been shared with relevant agencies and presented to and
endorsed by the Officials Domestic and External Security Committee (ODESC)

The review found there were three interrelated problems with ihe pnaser[i- ope[aimg

model: /' '\ N el
: ) N
« processing by IPB is significantly slower than othef }NZ ofﬂces < rm&, b 5=
s applications are referred to IPB unnecessanLy ddﬁ lm :ﬁ!abtbnwmtef#a and

¢ existing processes for reviewing the, mmtry Psi are uneie&r ) '

INZ proposes to resolve these pfablams by ':naklng cha@geh to iNZs approach to
managing reputational risk, mcludlngtgi | “

e, .n-

* removing the épt-;z - “ 'Gountr*_i list” approach to profiling for
reputational risk an{d ref;,érfng [ wﬂh B SGe

e moving chh qf H"E VlSElf,déblSlOﬂ‘l rﬂakmg for ‘country list’ visa applicants to
|mm1gpat|c\r\>o¥}rnas in IN5§/ lobal network, as opposed to processing every
_ Bpphcatfon from these‘ccuﬁmes in the IPB

< 'i._-'.'--"formalfsmg INZ respoga-blllty for the operational management and maintenance of

LD Sba S6c

s ) h]hatntalhmg the IPB as a specialist rather than large processing office.

& /A defa\led analysis of the issues and description of the proposed new operating model is

'; appended

- Proposed new operating model

6.

Under the current operating model all applications from a country list are transferred to
the IPB where are used to identify applications of potential

reputational concern. |hese appicatons are referred to INZ's
yo 5L

It is proposed instead that INZ move to

1s8(eN

.‘\
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8. The benefits of the proposed approach are:

s better customer service and faster processing of visa applications for most of the
existing IPB client group, and

* INZ continues to manage reputational risk as government requires it to do (i.e. no
change to the actual policy governing reputational risk).

9. Risks of the proposed approach are:

» misplaced perceptions that INZ is stepping back from its mandate to ensure that
visa applications from persons posing reputational risk to New Zealand are
identified and well managed, and

. [s8(c)]

10. These risks are manageable. Perception risks can be managed by robust
communications. It should be noted that there is no proposal to cIosq'the‘\lPB And gll 2
counter-proliferation related applications wi N
processing.

.l

11. It is proposed that the transition to targeted referral pmh[e@ #{ouk} be iterative, &\a‘ léssen
the impact of the changes across INZ and to enable- leemings 19 be utr{i‘sbfi\ ‘The‘order of
the rollout would be managed to address forei gw reielrons pric orltles NN\

\ '| Ay
P \ \ 2 N '- 4
o~ ..\ r.\ 3\ ; TN\ . =
i W T S " A \

Ny ~. 2 f N \; N\

\ Y L

v YN S S

_.‘

Consultation A

12. MFAT, the Security Intelllggn(: Servnce Pgh‘ce ah‘d tb\é Department of Prime Minister
and Cabinet were consultgd, oﬁ/rbe review aj)d \he proposed new operating model. The
proposed approach wa%em:jﬁrSed by;QBESG atifs meeting of 1 November 2013.

13. We understand tba‘t a pmgress* upd;a‘ef 2 th\s review was discussed by yourself and the
Mlmster of qu&}gﬂ Aﬂalrs in, Qgi' meeting of 23 October 2013. If you agree, your office
will- "efer this-paper to the. \I\ﬁ{msﬂar in Charge of the Security Intelligence Service and

F .er‘miﬂr oﬁP-'oreingAffalrs ‘for ‘their information and discussion if desired.

<J -
1 T ™ '\ Ml
) ‘-} N
DR

Next Step

140N2’exp,eﬁfs to begin a staged implementation of the changes from January 2014.

q
N v A
e
LY < =
v ALY 3
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Appendix One — ODESC paper

IMMIGRATION NEW ZEALAND CHANGES TO ASSESSMENT OF VISA APPLICATIONS
AGAINST RISK TO INTERNATIONAL REPUTATION

Purpose

1. This note sets our Immigration New Zealand's (INZ) plans to reorganise assessment of,
and visa processing for, applicants who may pose a risk to New Zealand’s international
reputation, including by-

e removing the =280 ‘country list' approach to profiling for
reputational risk, and replacing it with 56

¢ moving much of the visa decision making for ‘country st visa applicants to
immigration offices in INZ's global network, as opposed to precassing every

application from these countries in the Immigration Profiling Braﬁc\h\@ ,;’?
. = "A\B\ -';-_"'J \‘\
\ RV

‘f’”\ O\ NS

(s;'cf%;}é e \;,k ”

* mainiaming e IFB as a small to medl ﬁgahst cé\‘K rthan as a

large processing office.

j \,
introduction \ \\‘“} \ b§%

2. The current ‘country list' a uséd‘i/o |den1%}‘l\§s\zg\apphcants whose entry info New
Zealand could potentially & to our infernational feputation is a1 S 2oy
tool. Of the 3,643 appli refer ‘ﬂorﬁ\t]ab’ list in 12/13, only 23 (0.63%) were
declined on gro nd\&gf:pe}pu@tlo L?n??)

3. Currently, faﬂ/ cahonsf ?qtry 1|st nationals are sent to the IPB in Wellington for

pro/c.eéé{ng \<f imits fle Eb has resuited in unnecessarily long processing times.

% C,C/ enable significant service and reputational improvements,

<% q@g:é{ that pose no reputational risk to be processed elsewhere in
glob-‘:‘i\}}’he

4. Tr gt rﬁngﬁ management and maintenance of profiling for reputational risk to INZ,
|It,eﬂ9\§§e -efficiencies and add flexibility.
-
_\\ u:wntrles on the list.

QS

5. With the rollout of the Immigration Global Management System (IGMS), INZ will be able
to more effectively manage high-risk applications s6c © This will
further decrease application times for all applicants from high-risk countries, as well as
create additional efficiencies within INZ. This functionality will be available in 2015/16.

SGen  Ske

Background
Immigration Profiling Branch

6. The IPB was established in 2005 following the naming in Parliament of two Iraqi nationals
who were in New Zealand and were identified as having an association with Saddam
Hussein. The presence of these individuals here was deemed, at the time, to pose a risk
to New Zealand’s intemational reputation.
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7. The {PB is a specialist unit located in Wellinaton where all visa applications from list
countries are sent for processing.

[sB(c)]

{sB())

o
& e

In terms of risk management it has also performed well
in that since the establishment of the policy provisions and IPB, there have been no
further incidents which have caused concern from the point of view of international
reputation.

9. The definition of someone who may, if issued a visa, create a risk. Ao New Zealand’s>
international reputation was agreed to by Cabinet in 2005. l!,‘mb!dtieir tbut rsrriﬁt
exclusive to) applicants “who may have had an association”, w)th membe:)s)ﬂp d.)f
involvement with any government, regime, group or agency \that has advo ted m
committed war crimes, crimes against humanity apﬁfmr other’ gross’ hurﬁanf r?ghts

abuses”. Based on this definition the nationals of—\ CQﬁqirles were- Lhmaliy Tgieﬁtlfled as 569

being potentially of high reputational rlSk i?y the OD’ESG» uamg adwce from the
Interagency Advisory group (1AG). (,\_

10. The IPB is also responsible for processng appl‘lcatlons t:rf Gﬂuntér—Prollferatton concern,

New Zealand has signed multipte-international agreeinek\ s agreeing to manage Counter-
Proliferation within New

International approachés. fo: m;hagmg repﬂtaﬂn na.f nsk
11. o it‘;-~|_._--_-- AN
N iﬁﬁf‘“ (s6(b) < ooy
'D
: ) 'u

A%
_.'_"-\_ 1
A A A" o
! oy _-\ -. —
A -

ProHem Deflmtlon

: -_?_2. There are three inter-related problems with the processes and operating model
~ associated with the IPB which this paper proposes to rectify.

Processing is slow in comparison to other INZ offices

13. Median processing times for temporary visas for non-IPB applications are four days;
median processing times for IPB applications are 49 days. Currently all offshore
applications and onshore residence applications from nationals from list countries are
transferred to the IPB for processing.

14. Maintaining a high level of customer service has been problematic for IPB since its
establishment, particularly around timeliness. This is caused by applications having to be
physically being transported to New Zealand and backlogs being not able to be
transferred to another branch. These time delays have subsequently disadvantaged
anybody applying from the countries on the IPB list.

n

Sb("
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Differences in processing times are demonstrated in the following table.

100
90 ——

80
70
60 -
50 - N All Branches
40 B PB Il
30 |
20 '
10

0 - " \ & L™
90 days /" N O\

29 days

— _ — h \. it ) 1 '|.

59 days

Percentage of temporary decisions made within 29 days, wuhm 59\&2{.‘5 and WIthln 40 déys fur tl"ﬁe
2012/13 financial year at the IPB compared to all brancnes A Y i =

Nationality-based selection criteria is too 5‘”’3 - app.’icaﬂons«are kefén‘ed unnecessanly

16.

Nationality is a useful factor for |dent|fymg nsk potqnt;a‘?\ B‘ut using an applicant’s
nationality alone as the basis for referal 'laflnefflmént 558 it results in applications that
pose no risk being referred. (Of-the applitations refarr&d; since the IPB’s establishment
less than one per centy hé ‘ .béén decllned e ’the basis of risk to New Zealand’s
reputation (see table below}/\ ~A\

A~ Alf N

Year S L?emsmus’ Dechnbd *FDP vepulational risk

DN ,,-6512;:_ K\gote/ 26

i ¢ ,Lﬁ??dé/--‘ \Wa 650 25

(o q oveo9 | 3759 20

J | owo | 3,390 23
10111 | 3,803 23

1112 | 3,286 34

12113 | 3,643 23

17.

TsB(e)

Currently, around 10% of the applications assessed at the IPB are excluded from being
of reputational concern based on age and gender alone. Of the remaining 90%, around
10% are referred by the IPB to the for a thorough risk
assessment. The criteria for referral to the IPB is outdated — wiusirated by the fact that
10% of risk unacceptable applicants (excluding applicants from the Refugee Quota
Branch) were from countries not on the list and were processed by branches other than
the IPB. The has already begun developing referral profiles for non-IPB countries to
counteract the inflexibility of the current referral criteria.
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Existing process for reviewing the country list is unclear
18.

New technology renders the country list approach redundant

19. IGMS capabilities will render redundant the current ‘country list' approach. IGMS will
electronically capture data that is contained in the current IPB supplementary form {such
as military service and government employment), cba Sec

Proposed approach

Retain a (smaller) centralised reputational and risk management function A

20. INZ needs to retain a capability for centralised management of reputaﬂqnafand secur{gy C
risk, because: 2\

A\
”/é\d'ﬂ\ \*‘;‘é h]
» assessment of some applications requires usin ré

cannot easily be sent to offices overseas Lan{fx @eﬁy FGE no.rma{ley ng made
available to non-New Zealand cntlzens)1 s\ o |+

ON
ISG(C)] < \elép\ ?_ !h - %
\ *’ N .--._: \ r'-llll\g

‘ M
~ AN

s there are benef'ﬂs Frram havmg A cenfraﬂaed repository of skills and knowledge
pertaining to lheuhanagen@eﬂt of teputational and security risk. These risks are
quugdlf'e NN natyre. f{ iy the-sfandard immigration risks (i.e. non-compliance

,-w1th hSa \C-bndltIOHS thatare,ﬂormaliy assessed in immigration offices.

213 HQV(&VB{, tbi:. centrallsed cﬁb&‘,blhty does not need to be the size of the current IPB.
< /@w{r i IPB {1?3 a\rmund 30 FTE positions. Following the full implementation of the

it is expected that a much smaller team would be
‘requrred

C{waﬂga the apphcat.'on referral model
212
i i_ ‘\" \’

\ geko;\

5.6c 7

Séc

AP
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23

24.

g
AR .-f:___.- .
- N \|'_ 0 L
/\\‘" N 3 e
<\ . PEN ) e
e\ Ny L T S TR
AN ENNS
Ol " )’(,\) E
Y o \ ll. f"
) Z) N

25. Adopting this process would see a &gmfmar\t\d}qp in" tﬁe numhar\gf éppllcat[ons being
processed by the IPB (and conseq\.geh,t Iy, wore dm, € ‘thie \rest of INZ's global
network). The table below glves a\n\ Jr-‘rjh}c@llon of th Ebt%‘u_bal change in volume.

.x:,f )‘, ﬁ,@-‘ﬁ\q
-~ .\_’:# .-":-‘\ A : ':J.{:" .:I_.-. \
'_'_:_ ..L: ?;:ét‘ﬂ" r;_\ -. _I:,-._.
/-.\\ \ —j"_". I-._._.- {/‘-‘} ( (k\ | \ %
™ & o \ (> Ki\ \ N 2011712 2012 /13
A '-_. .-"/ A" 3
{:/‘ = \\_éﬁ--’ ]
S\ /és’lransf o JPB s 3,286 3,647
s6(e)] —
et o 340 374
—"J -
< {Dackpesfor risk to NZ's '
=\ "L'-:'_'J\ \ntel/natmnal reputation (/B 15 11
b N I ' ["decisions only)
Y
WA F - - ]
= % declines 0.45% I 0.30%

26.There could eventually be up to a roughly 70% reduction in the number of branch
referrals to the IPB. Some of this volume drop would be compensated for by extending

the range of Sea SGe
An incremental approach to the transition is preferable

27. The process for removing the country-wide referral system and replacing it with
would be iterative. This will have several advantages.

It would give time to socialise and get agreement on the with

INZ’s partner agencies.

[s8(c)]

* It would ensure that learnings can be captured and utilised in the transition
process.

Sec
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* 'Big bang’ impacts on the IPB would be lessened. Some of the likely head count
reduction could be managed through attrition and the expiry of fixed term
contracts, in turn limiting transitional costs.

. The proposed mcrementat transition from the country list approach to
[s6(c)] would help manage the impacts on other INZ
offices. It will allow time Tor regiona! planning, and mean the transition timeframe
has flexibility to respond to any emerging pressures in other INZ offices.

28. The process for rolling out 5.&0& would need to be carefully managed to
ensure an appropriate balance between potentially competing priorities:

¢ addressing foreign relations priorities
e ensuring close collaboration with INZ’s partner agencies, and

s managing branch impacts (i.e. smoothing out volume drops in the IPB so that

attrition can be used to minimise any need for redundancies). _/\
Benefits and risks of the proposed approach SO N ; N
29. The benefits of the proposed approach are: A% '- N '-. [- i)

e Dbetter customer service for most of the emhngqgﬂ -::rient gr&bp (as shown
above, IPB decisions tend to take much lqnger}r and, AN N

¢ INZ continues to manage reputational, i‘ts.R a,s gm’equﬁhf r‘eql,mas" it to do (i.,e. no
change to the actual policy govermng‘rébutatlonai ﬁalé}
30. Risks of the proposed approach are Y\ o\ r'f
* misplaced percephpmsthai INZ is ﬁtepphgxlih;!k from its mandate to ensure that
visa application§, ‘frpm _peETsons _posihg. reputational risk to New Zealand are
|dent|f|ed an{:ltWefg marraged,\ éna‘\ \ bt
e ..,_'._‘- \‘» — " ‘= [s8(c)]

\ 14 RS \
1y ,r ,/\ \ ‘n A WA
O \

31. ThEﬁ& nsks"are ma pageab1e

.O . F’ert;epnqr;\ﬂ\skafﬁan be managed by robust communications. it should be noted
R !hé,theﬁe i$rio proposal to close the IPB.

o)

.-'.-

( .( thmultatlon

32 INZ has consulted on the proposals in this paper with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Trade, the Security Intelligence Service, Police and also the Department of Prime
Minister and Cabinet. These agencies either support the proposed approach (MFAT,
DPMC), or provided no comment (Police, SIS).
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10 December 2013

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment Briefing:
Proposed changes to assessment of visa applications against risk to

international reputation: Further Information

Recommended Action

The Ministry of Business, [nhovation and Employment recommends that you:

a) note that the Immigration Profiling Branch (IPB) is currently 100% funded from fee
payers
Noted

b) note that a proportion of the |PB budget will gradually be reallocated tq_a_tﬁéf. visa
processing offices and Immigration Risk and Integrity Division (IRID)Lin line, with-the
pariial transfer of the IPB workload to these areas of the business < < " © b5 bt

R, ¥ QY >

Rob Stevens AN )) . —\) | |\ Hon Michael Woodhouse
General Manager—Samr::eﬁuppﬁn : L3 Minister of Immigration
Immigration_New,?e_a_landj' NSV ',



Purpose

1. This briefing responds to your query as to whether savings from process changes at the
Immigration Profiling Branch (IPB) will be reinvested in intelligence and compliance
activity. This briefing supplements the briefing Proposed changes to assessment of visa
applications against risk to international reputation (15 November 2013).

INZ proposes to change its approach to managing reputational risk

2. As outlined in the November briefing, Immigration New Zealand (INZ) proposes the
following changes to the way it manages reputational risk:

e removing the S -—... country list' approach to profiling for
reputational risk, and replacing it with a S6 e

» moving much of the visa decision making for ‘country list’ visa a;apllcants to =
immigration offices in INZ's global network, as opposed 'rp p;ooeaa ng eve;:yw

application from these countries in IPB Ao [ ( '1,,,
+ formalising INZ responsibilitv for the operational manaﬂﬁmenmnd mq:ntenapce f
reputational risk nrafilina AN A T
sba L\ N

™~ ¢ :"""\

» maintaining the IPB as a specialist rathen han/a Iarga proaessmg,bfﬁce

_\ %\ r b
VRS '- A

4. ILis pronosed *hat the transf*lon to . Sec would be iterative to lessen
~the impact of the changes ‘across the business and to enable learnings to be utilised.

The mrder of- the {oﬂout:wculd be prioritised by foreign relations priorities.

gggt;sgt&ngé"'afé not the driver of this change

= 'Sgr‘i?ﬁelpuibose of the proposed changes is to improve customer service, while ensuring no
[0\ ..I \_reduction in current levels of reputational risk management. INZ expects (over time)
/' significant improvements in application processing timeliness.

B. Any cost savings will be realised gradually, in iine with the transfer of processing to other
INZ branches. Under the Government fees principles, such savings would be required to
be reinvested in improved customer service, or returned to fee payers in the form of fee
reductions.

The IPB budget comes from fee payers

7. In 2005 Cabinet agreed to fund the establishment of the Immigration Profiling Group
(IPG) and to provide funding for subsequent years [CBC Min (05) 17/14]. As part of an
immigration fees review in 2006, Cabinet agreed to full cost recovery for IPG functions
with costs being spread across all fee payers from July 2007 [EXG Min(06) 3/8]. In 2010

3



[s6(c)]
the IPG was split into the and the
IPB (a visa processing branch w1th|n Visa Services).
8. The IPB is now 100% funded by fee payers and is now 100% funded by the Crown.

INZ continues to receive Crown funding for IPG functions as agreed by Cabinet in 2005. [5‘8(,:) 7
This funding is approximately equivaient to the operating budget.

IPB resources will be partially redistributed across INZ

8. IPB resources will need to be partially redistributed across INZ as the current proposal

will result in a substantial amount of the current IPB workload being transferred to other
visa processing offices and RID.

’

[SG(C)] ska /\ oA

9. The IPB will remain in a smaller form he rfonmg the folluwmg gr@c&sses
+ The identification artd progéssw'gﬁf Counf@r \Fimu[aratlon related applications.
s The processmg c‘-f apn[icétmns that :eqwre fyit reputatlonal risk assessments.

« The pmcessung qf ad hae ap;gllcaﬂ'ons that for any other reason needs to be
undsﬂakeh cenlrally

v\

A -~ -'-“.. )

10 It ls progesed that, emstlng JPB resources be reallocated to these other areas of the
- busmess’ as they taite on 1PB functions. Some of the current IPB resource will be
snveﬁ?ed |nhu1dhag Visd Services offshore risk capability. The transfer of resources from
the IP@ 1o Othar argas of INZ will be gradual, in line with the iterative implementation of
the us;e uf targel‘[ed risk profiles.
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Ministry of Business,
¥ Innovation & Employment

MEMORANDUM

To: Immigration Leadership Team

From: Rob Stevens, General Manager, Service Support

Date: X September 2013

Subject: Immigration Profiling Branch - preferred option for ILT endorsement

Purpose SNAMN (1 =%
\ @

1. This memo outlines our preferred option for the Immlgration Prpfilmg Branch {lPB) B(‘}" 5eel25'

ILT endorsement before the proposal is taken externallv AN I )

Aims of the IPB review Vi ____,,_ﬂ;f._t-._:: Y)W

2.

ILT signed off a review of the IPB on 2§ Ma'f EQH ’The almT ;.)/\\" thé rewew are as follows:

» Review against 2005 mtent Jevlew te what extqnt dabwnet s ongmal intent has heen met.

s Effectiveness andefﬁCIEpC'i teview aurmm;tructme in terms of its cost and impact and
assess a numbet 'of altematwe gpt:ons‘fhmders that may offer a more effective and/or
more effme[%’twa\r af ach|ewng &’abmet sintent.

e FiRb for Q drpose: consﬁer\?‘f the' wrrent model is still “fit-for-purpose”, particularly in the
'.-:eﬁntextacffa chqngmg opefahng environment and risk appetite.

Fmdlngs ~S\AE

2005 lnterlt e

_31 '-j Tha IPB has performed well in terms of risk management - since the establishment of the

' pohcy provisions and IPB no further concerns have arisen in relation to international

" reputation. In terms of its primary mandate {managing reputational risk to New Zealand), it

has been successful.

An audit of the IPB in 2013 found that the ‘guality of the decision making is high and is
appropriate to the risk and complexity of the applications processed in the branch’. However
the quality check process {Q3) which is based on following immigration instructions, shows
most other branches to be outperforming the IPB. However, it is noted that the Q3 criteria
does not accommodate risk assessment functions that are specific to the iPB branch.

Effectiveness and efficiency

5.

Three inter-related problems with the processes and operating model have arisen.

Processing is sfow in comparison to other INZ offices

Currently all offshore applications and onshore residence applications from a list of countries
are transferred to the IPB for processing. Maintaining a high level of customer service has
been problematic for IPB since its establishment, particularly around timeliness. This is caused
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by applications having to be physically being transported to New Zealand and backlogs being
not able to be transferred to another branch. These time delays have subsequently
disadvantaged anybody applying from the countries on the IPB list, making the selection of

these countries more prominent and resulting in political repercussions.
§C1lﬁu

Nationality-based selection criteria is { - applications are referred unnecessarily
D

7. Nationality is a useful factor for identifying risk. But using an applicant’s nationality only as
the basis for referral is inefficient, as it results in applications that pose no risk being caught up
in the back logs. Of applications referred, since the IPB's establishment, only a tiny proportion
have been declined on the basis of risk to New Zeatand’s reputation {see table below).

Year

Decisions

Declined under A5.45

05/06

6113

22

06/07

6016

26

07/08

4659

25

08/09

3759

20

09/10

3350

23

10/11

3803

23

11/12

3286

34

12/13

3643

fs8(c)]

{s6(c)) =

23 I'dl \\\ -.‘ \

AT AN AN

Currently, around 10% of the. @p[lcahmﬂri assess.ed at ‘the }PE are excluded from being of
reputational concern based ’on age jand gender\f!hné of the remaining 90%, only a small
proportion are referreﬂ b".f tha IPB to the } for a thorough risk
assessment. (Thae | PR use) cauntry pmh(gs\vhlch are developed and reviewed by the ' to
screen for. appll {tjph}-that need @ thgrcrugh risk assessment).

15,{;ercent of risk unaceenta\ble ﬁpplacants (excluding applicants from the Refugee Quota
‘Brani:h} Wade come from branehes other than the IPB illustrating that the criteria for referral
to fl)e iPB are b tda?ced “The has begun developing referral profiles for non-IPB countries

\ to countgraxt t e mﬂémb:hty of the referral criteria.

.-/-‘

N

| Proce.ss. forrewewmg the country list is too inflexible

300"

[sB(C}] D

il

Fit for purpose

11. The status quo will scon no longer be fit for purpose, because IGMS will render redundant the
rather “country list” approach that is currently in use.
.I
{;01 23 while maintaining total consistency across INZ offices.

\§£5;S\
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12.  While the develops and reviews specific country profiles,

{sbleh

Proposed approach
Retain a (smaller) centralised reputational and risk management function

13.

Change thq«a\pphcat;.an veferralm\o >
'.{i plhEe/of’the cufrent couj!trv list’ approach

O;’ __<" \ b\\‘j/

._/

| \ )"
s
..-'"'._.- \ \ ] I
m e
.-"_'__,l g -

E
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[s6(c)]

- =

/ ___.-- l‘_.-'-' .__.". '._
> (” i il il
Cny

18. Adopting this process would see a significant drop in the ﬂumbar of apphcatl bs\b;émg
processed by the IPB (and consequentially, more m tri“e nest of bNZs glt:rbai \n\etw ;ﬁ).

".?3_'__'..- r:’.\

SG:G& &\c,. ,ﬁ‘/\ ‘1. S

o

('\\‘ \\\ C_i\: o
2611;( 12 | f‘ai: 13
D ke S
Cases transferred tq@ / f %g _1:-:’ 3,647
[s8(c)] P2l
Cases refef@ ){3 == .\\i — 340 374
] AN Y
SRS R
| E)edmegt%rrskto NZ's ' __:\}:\) 15 11
(- mterna‘ﬁonal re%tat‘rqn v
19 Usmg l{h"é ez{s‘gmg - 5 &C as a basis for comparison, there could be a roughly
e 04 rEdm:ﬂém in the IPB’s caseload. Some of this volume drop would be compensated for by
AN
f_..f:--.;-.lf e ‘g:.- S bex o i
(1 Y]\
AN Iﬂ The process for removing the country-wide referrat system and replacing it with =0

* for nationals of those countries would be iterative. This will have several advantages.

¢  ‘Big bang’ impacts on the IPB would be lessened. Some of the likely head count reduction
could be managed through attrition (potentially a good proportion given the IPB's
relatively high staff turnover).

e |t would give time to socialise and get agreement on the Se with aur
partner agencies.

o It would ensure that learnings can be captured and utilised in the transition process.

21.

e {s8(c)]
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An incremental approach to the transition is preferable

22. The process for rolling them out would need to he carefully managed to ensure an
appropriate balance between potentially competing priorities:

¢ managing branch impacts (i.e. smoothing out volume drops in the IPB so that attrition
can be used to minimise any need for redundancies)

e ensuring partner agencies are on board with the proposed referral profiles, and
e  addressing foreign relations priorities.

23. Rather than develop and extensive and predetermined roadmap for Cabinet agreement, a
more flexible approach would be to plan and implement the transition iteratively over the
course of 2014. The risk with seeking Cabinet agreement to a transition roadmap is that it will
delay the required decisicns and will require advance decisions to be made lhar}ubsequently
do not keep pace with changes on the ground.

‘.
i1

Benefits and risks of the proposed approach i :3 b Vit : N \
24.  The benefits of the proposed approach are: 2 ’: = &% | "',: >

o _/‘-. \ Y \ {

o |NZ continues to manage reputational rigk’ as g‘Wamment reqwi'es Il' ﬁ} do {i.e. no
change to the actual policy govermng ;eputano,rial n‘sk) \ \ e

s enhanced foreign relations (no; mor‘e untargétéd pmf[mg purelsf based on nationality)

+ significant cost savmga foriNZ (up to'a 90%" 1edﬁcm‘3n n 1PB decisions, which are much
more expenswe tharr ;{anda’rﬁ demsmﬂs} and

s faster serwce f'EH' Uﬁ ta. 0% of the extst:ng, IPB client group (iPB decisions take longer}.
25.  Risks of ;he,’ﬁfopﬂ}‘,ect approach ara ¢

¥ - ~_"m|spja;ed percepi‘lons that INZ is stepping back from its mandate to ensure that visa
P : s iapp!”catlons’from persnns posing reputational risk to New Zealand are identified and
N\ weII mamaged

e ;unr:er’:ai{\w about the timing of the transition, impact on branch volumes and final cost
R s«awr‘;gs {because the operational planning would be iterative rather than fully detailed

_ KA \int advance),and
a NS - 58(c)) _.
a\ -
é— 26. These risks are manageable. Perception risks can be managed by robust communications.
~ The flipside of operational and timing uncertainties is flexibility, which will be important in

assisting with managing the staffing considerations involved.

Next steps

27. The Minister of Immigration is intended to take a paper to Cabinet this year that outlines a
future direction for how INZ manages security and reputational risk. The optimum timing for
this is mid-November. Meeting this timetable will require the following steps:

e in-principle ILT agreement to the preferred approach - September

s partner agency agreement — early October



Do

e Dbrief the Minister of Immigration {with probable referral to the Minister of Foreign
Affairs and the Prime Minister) —mid October

s prepare and consult on cabinet paper - late October
s  Cabinet processes — November

¢ Implementation — January 2014 onwards.

Note: Implementation would include full consultation with IPB staff if relevant, (e.g. if it was
determined that the operational imglications flowing from the wider policy/strategy chenges
require significant change to existing functions or accountabilities of any [PB roles).

28. If you agree, therefore, the next step is to socialise this proposal with our domestic partner
agencies, before hriefing the Minister of Immigration,

___.f

Recommendations “1 f— _ <
¥ - \\

h!

29. I recommend that you: oD\ i e\

- \/\(\ Z r ‘\"-. LY

a. agree to the proposed approach to reform of the wav@hat IﬂZ)manage,i secﬁ[mv a—nd

reputational risk, and i :\ S
—2 2N e AN _\ ¥
b. agree that this proposal be socialised with oul_' doTEstlc’partr\er B@IE\S\\
~O\L N Ly Z AN
AR W EALN o

\
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ILT MEMORANDUM - DRAFT

' To: Immigration Leadership Team

From: Rob Stevens, General Manager - Service Support

Date:

Terms of Reference for the Review of the Immigration Profiling

Branch and associated risk management functions . M,’/<

Subject:

— /ﬁ;ﬁéﬁv’f— ':_“_“" ol
To provide a Terms of Reference to- re'wew \bnw IN ‘mahagﬁs“

| Purpose immigration security and reputqtﬂ‘p\wal* rlsks’ This\ w Ib;mcrude
investigating whether there are netté‘ Wa‘_u,:s of dellvenré the-functions

L)

currently performed by the IM{ﬂlgjalt grrProfii.nng‘aﬁay N
A f“_::“\—t*év}—"

| - g = N -
35 '\\\ -~ L-*\‘- A,
The status quo o N S IR

~ 1. Immigration risk is managécr throunr all pafts\tjf J'mmlg:atlon New Zealand {INZ).
\

& Security and repulanoﬁai ‘viﬁks hOWEW_ ,\ﬁre primarily managed through the
3.3 ,too‘ Immigration Proflﬁ"ﬁa brﬁach (IPB}" TR
gy > \\b \ L vy e\ \ '_,;':x . '-"‘_.'

2. ThelPR'%s .L.Léstabll_-.héd'~1n .200‘»"» following the naming in Parliament of two Iraqi

" r’iat[{qhals\mﬁo were ld&nhfed as having an association with Saddam Hussein.
'(': }ﬁ*!m‘ﬁ SutHr mx{\rlgiualt to enter New Zealand was deemed to pose a risk to New
; "--}naland ﬂrk at}ﬁral reputation.

_:.u the ‘IP!E was set up, further work has been added to its brief and it is now

Yy

oﬂt itle for determining applications invoiving ~ as well as <64

—~\ > ‘a%essmg counter proliferation risks

Global Service Delivery Model

4. The Global Service Delivery Model consuitation document recommended that the

~ work of the IPB be carried out by INZ processing hubs. Following consideration of
@ staff feedback, the final decision was to retain a spec1ahst office in Wellington for
\6? (od\ immigration profiling for the time being.

S

5. Further options were also identified as needing to be explored (e.g. possible
relocation of the IPB » SEt A decision was taken to
appoint a fixed term immugration manager role to oversee the branch pending,
further work on options for its future.

Se
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Immigration Global Management System

6.  The Immigration Global Management System (IGMS) will bring significant changes
to the INZ operating model, some of which may render aspects of current business
design redundant.

Problem Definition

7. Currently all applications from identified high risk countries are referred to the IPB
for processing. Referral of applications by countries is not a sophisticated method
of determining reputational risk and has resulted in:

* |arge backlogs of applications P ’; /-’}

+ problematic timeliness standards .__,x'_':'-":..,_.: = I'_f\\\

« potentially overly intrusive screening of low risk apg, ﬂaf_sonﬁf r\/\b\,&)*
Application backlogs ’E"".-'-:?“ \ > AN S

o L o T T
— - ‘.\\} o LY

8. When the IPB was established, it was d__u;gr:tq;jll‘te' rewe:‘w‘.t Ejst,»two years of
applications from high risk countries-ds tﬁg‘il"%hs:-d'ealfgwiﬂ/{"ail~.:§ateg6ries of incoming
high risk applications. This meafit, thap before staff tad\been trained and started
processing, there were alrj_eadyu,‘sig"rﬁﬁéént bp&%_\lbg;ﬁn_ Qfés’é continued to grow as the
scope and complexily-5P the JIPB’s wgrk'ij’r_éwf\ \'thHe branch has therefore never

been without a IJF;;IZ[Q' éﬁj‘iﬁ_}%-?f 5 INGERRNIT~,

. ) ! -, \-:":—‘j;'\‘]l .:'_‘_.-" ._..":_"- (\ ‘J kY )
Timeliness Standar v AN,

O DLV e
9. Theﬁ(oﬁﬁih@ﬁﬁ of tl1%§\m\h{’-é}zplication process can lead to significant delays.
,Fgﬁ,: A e appiigants‘-(ﬁ@ﬂgxlrfentiﬁed high risk countries are required to send their
,/"‘Ll‘s_l_*igir? doc%}ﬂqg .jbq%n,-‘“mduding passports, to a New Zealand office. The
‘\_‘ <\"~é;$}pficatig‘r.\i3l%f{eg;vpfocessed; the necessary checks are undertaken and in some
2 ing:r,qmqfes”\a\il\}'interview takes place at a designated offshore post. Further

astessments are undertaken if certain risk factors are triggered.
&éﬁﬂxﬂ r g9
CENC VP
'f (-\_}- D
Soa
Scope

12. The project is limited to investigating whether there are better ways of managing
immigration security and reputational risks than offered by status quo
organisational structure and business process, with a particular focus on:

+ establishing a system that avoids unacceptable backlogs or bottlenecks
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« Improving customer service, including by reducing security screening
requirements where these prove to be unnecessarily onerous or intrusive.

« improving timeliness standards

13. This will include investigating whether there are better ways of delivering the
functions currently performed by the IPB. The scope does not include, however,
any purview over the operational management of the IPB.

Governance and Resources

14, As this review impacts across INZ and externally, Service Support will lead and
coordinate it in close consultation with the relevant areas of the business.
Consultation in the first instance will be limited to ILT members before further
discussion with the reference group. Consultation with external stakeholders will be
limited to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade and the New. Eéﬁfand Security.~

/
Intelligence Service. If a Cabinet paper is required, consul'r.gtloh wl‘!L Be line A!j/h \
Cabinet Office guidelines, AR ol (( D

15. The following diagram illustrates the proposed Gouem@nte Etmcture" Al\Béc;i‘Ons
relating to recommendations will be made py\I\L?ﬂ%p\}or cor}maﬂpnvfwth the

Senior Users. As General Manager of {m Suﬁp’ort Rpm’Stevers’Jw:il be the
Executive. An internal reference grodj xw ‘hﬁlﬂp infoe <t elwiew and drive its

progress. All staff involved m thF"\\p t WI|| ’heeni\tl\w appropriate security
| [

clearances. . G O ( E s
- \ o [
ACOV) > x LISV

=Y / LA B
Frmdtt LT N O \_,: Executive - Rob Stevens

Sen ofi-.rt‘&ra = mt.cr/l’-logq ﬁfﬁe(swﬂ —

A D

P

A v |
'('“\__'T"‘f""\ e L_.-L \ v \:&\kss & ~ J .
P "\y hY K"- .
AN N A \ \ :
A A \ W e
0 W, ) 5 Y A ¥
//O E) e o rojest Team
NV N Y -+ Project Owner -
(‘ e == | \-f_' ject Manager -
LY T . R
et A by N | Business Advisor -
,{j\ AL Flsd »
e\ *
- ,,--_,\\‘-‘ e | Internal Reference Group

WS | HR - ©
O 1 2 Visa Services -
= &? \7—* \—_ IRID - ©

SPA -
GSDM -
Policy = '
SME -

= —— _ ——

16. The General Manager - Service Support will lead the development of this work and
will require the following resources

» 0.5 Principal Advisor to the General Manager
e 0.25 Human Resource Assistance
e (.25 Business Advisor

* access to subject matter experts through the Internal Reference Group.
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Timeline D(

17. The timeline is relatively tight, as it needs to conform to GSDM processes (the IPB
will have a manager appointed for a 12 month fixed term in June 2013),

Task Completed by

|

ILT Sign off to Terms of Reference and establishment of a | End March 2013
project group

Draft up key messages and communication plan Mid April

Consult Terms of Reference with Minister of Immigration, | Mid April
and draft up key holding messages %
| Development of design principles / criteria for assessmer}/Dg p <
| Development of options for a recommended app/oa/lﬁér nd Juzri I\IJ\/S\“/{
ILT } -
\ @July 2013

Busnness process mapping for new anFQ(a t\/\:ji

| Development of a business case\\i\_gcjudmg a :l:f‘ End September 2013 '
| analysis and ident:f|5qw1ladﬂlfeso\wrfes re u\\ I
| A7V N3 ‘.
Development off fm:ﬂuef l'ﬁ}n leve,f’ m\fmtatlon plan End September
._\ il tJ e (l\ — P — — = — -—

Cablnet@r% elopm\xﬁfﬂco‘rr'deratlon October 2013
X e

%h}éfﬁon dqﬁume% | November 2013

_,.-"'- ‘:I e =
A28 N\ i
/ ecisior(bto \1/ | January 2013
b"”"
,ﬂ (’ " _ BN
( C)_/,] Rlsk ‘ Mitigation

1

Resourcing pressures hinder | There is very limited scope for internal
| progress reprioritisation in Service Support. If this
| becomes an issue, it may be necessary to
contract in external support.

Internal disagreement Escalation to Senior Users

— — - —

External agency pushback on | To be managed, if necessary, through ministerial

change proposals consultation,
|
| Media leaks l Comms plan to be developed by early April
RESTRICTED
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e i B e I e —
| Staff uncertainty / morale | Comms plan to be developed by early April I|
| impacts |

| e e I
| Ministers prefer no change | Close ministerial consultation throughout the l
| | process. Also, recognition throughout the review |
| | that an ‘enhanced status quo’ is a live option.
I,,_.____.__,_.__,.___..‘_.____,___._.___. e — _..__._._.-_,_.__._____._._I

Recommendations

18. It is recommended that you agree 10 the proposed sCOPE, governance and
timelines of the review of the processes and organisational structure INZ has

adopted to manage immigration security and reputational risk. A
o
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Bullet Points — Review of the Immigration Profiling Branch

BACKGROUND

HOW ARE APPLICATIONS PROCESSED?

The IPB was established in May 2005 as a result of concerns raised publicly over former high ranking Iraqi
government officials in New Zealand. This was considered to be a risk to New Zealand’s international
reputation.

The IPB processes applications from countries identified as high risk. At the time of its establishment it was
considered that defining risk by countries was the most appropriate mechanism.

All applications from a list of countries are referred and assessed by the IPB as well as counter
proliferation applications from ~ :ountries.

[s8(c)} $6¢

Applicants from high risk countries are required to send their visa apphcations t Qeaocal offshore/granch.
A visa applicant cannot send their application directly to the IPB.

(
The offshore branch refers the application to the IPB together lhal d ﬁngncludlng
passports).
An assessment is undertaken at the IPB as to w \t@\sa{ppl 4‘1 ﬁ: |cular I’ISk profile.

LN ﬁ?“@ ‘

Significant delays ca |e’nced fgthe process of sending the physical application to and
Y X
~>

from New Zea
\‘\\‘

PROCESSING!‘hl

i

\
-

Zﬂﬁé % pplications decided (7,731 declines not all for unacceptable risk, more so for
fui

er s for assessment to the [s6(c))

0 of these referrals were deemed to be of unacceptable risk mace up of 40 counter proliferation cases, 46
temporary applications and 14 residence applications.

An additional 89 unacceptable risk applications were referred from other branches 72 from the Refugee
Quota Branch and 17 from other offshore branches. Branches may refer applications (not on the country list)
directly to the if they consider there are reputational risk issues. [SS(C)]

The cost per application for running the iPB is approximately $600.00 as opposed to approximately $120.00
on average across other branches.

THE REVIEW WILL COVER

The extent Cabinet’s original intent has been met.

Whether the current model is still “fit-for-purpose”.

The cost and impacts, alternative options/models that may offer a more effective and/or more efficient way
of achieving Cahinet’s intent.



Time Line for the Review of the IPB

7 February Request sent for a meeting with Nigertoais_cuss the review of
| IPB and its focus
4™ March Memo drafted to Nigel to discuss draft IPB ToR / Coversheet
completed (Pat does not keep copies)
18" March Draft ToR sent out to leadership team seeking comment
| 19" March 'Rob Stevens mee?s with‘NicoIa Hogg and Steve Stuart
I 21 I(/farch 'Coerents received by Steve McGill ,._'g';'_'i T
AN N
22" March Comments recelved by Catriona McKély\ \ T e L\ i)
FolALY b\- N
10" April ToR recirculated taking in t§ Ea‘:mu‘gﬂﬂ' comfﬁem}s
] /\ WA
‘h AR <-\ [ \ ,J
| 117 April Email received (roch Sgevé:ﬁfuart :e’é‘}g R\LWe P. Advised that |
the maJorltyofw ﬂ;\s’around ﬂow\w‘e manager operational
| risk and nrgam&étlonal strum.lr‘er P~ahcy wanted us to take the
r.lea‘d X ) ) ~; NN
22 April s N ;,Draﬂ Toﬂﬁeh{t\c) MEAT for comment
XS

e /Gf‘.:
1May 'O

Ema‘tl fb\_ﬁ;b advising on discussion with Nigel in the lift. He
v}an?lsed a copy of the draft paper to the MOI. Advised that we

s \ \{-are awaiting MFATs comments and t would follow them up

today and forward him a draft of the paper

Email received from Policy about a meeting between Ministers
McCully and Woodhouse to discuss a number of topics
including the list of IPB countries

Redrafted paper taking into account a) proposed meeting of
the 7" of May b) comments received from MFAT and ILT
colleagues.

Paper sent down to Nigel under cover note for sign off
{attached)

6 May

Ermnail sent to MFAT that the paper is unilkely to be sent over in
time for the meeting and that we would not send them a final
copy of the paper until it has been signed out by our Dep Sec.

8 May

| except for that provided by Policy

Confirmed V\;ith Ministers office that no other brief received




