2 MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
i INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
HIKINA WHAKATUTUKI

Dave P
fyi-request-7311-604daea0@requests.fyi.org.nz
19 March 2018

Dear Dave P

I refer to your email to the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE), in which
you made the following request under the Official Information Act 1982 (the Act):

“On Page 16 of the BIM for the Minister of Immigration it states MBIE is currently
reviewing the family instructions. It states this advice could be made available by December
2017.

Given it is nearly February 2018 | request the following

1) If available, please provide any reports/documentation/advice submitted to the minister
regarding the review of the family instructions.

2) Even If not submitted to the minister, please provide the outcome of this review that was
undertaken (aka any report or advice documents produced)

We have withheld information from the following three documents which are being released
to you.

e NZRP Family Category reviews (power point slides)

e  Agenda of regular policy session discussion meeting with the Minister of Immigration

e  Briefing- Reporting on the outcomes of the Parent, Partnership and Dependent Child
Category reviews

Information has been withheld under the following sections of the Act:

Section 6(a) relating to the relationship with the government of another country
Section 6(c) relating to prejudicing the maintenance of the law

Section 9(2)(a) relating to the privacy of natural persons

Section 9(2)(f)(iv) relating to the confidentiality of advice tendered by Ministers of the
Crown and officials; and

e  Section 9(2)(g)(i) relating to the provision of free and frank advice.

You have the right under section 28(3) of the Act to ask the Ombudsman to investigate and
review the decision to withhold. Information about how to make a complaint is available at:
www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or freephone: 0800 802 602.

Yours sincerely -

Sian Roguski
Manager, Immigration Policy

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
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Date: 25 January 2018 Priority: | Medium AL
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Purpose C\>

N
On 20 December, officials met with you to discuss the high level findipg::é;hnd conclusions
from the family category reviews. This briefing follows up from that meeting, giving you more
detailed information on the reviews and seeking confirmation of @references for next

steps.

%

}

V.

Executive summary

The New Zealand Residence Programme (NZRP) provudé%’ﬁ;ermanent residence for
approved applicants, with numbers currently manage% ugh a two-yearly planning range.
The family stream is one of the three streams of the N and includes the capped Parent
Category (4,000 places over a two-year period) andut\? uncapped Partnership and
Dependant Child Categories.

“w

The current high level objectives of the family ﬁ;ﬁam as stated in Immigration Instructions,
are to: /N

e  strengthen families and comlgup{t’;es while reinforcing the Government's
objectives; and
. contribute to New Zealand'!i e&onomlc transformation and social development.

reduce the cap on the Parent Ca from 11,000 to 4,000 places over the NZRP's
two-year period, and to tempos&s;[y close the Parent Category to new applications. In
addition, Cabinet commissioped reviews of the family categories, to investigate managing
demand for a decreased nufgber of places in the Parent Category, and to ensure that the
Partnership and Depend ild Categories were functioning well in relation to their policy
intent, and in supportin@ partners and children of New Zealand citizens and residents
(New Zealanders) to % esidence in New Zealand.

In the context of high demand for ;fééy‘s in the NZRP, Cabinet agreed in September 2016 to

The three rewew?)ssessed the categories against their purpose

Each of the fa ategories was assessed in relation to its ability to:
I@cammum benefit to New Zealand, including social benefit;
e atfract and retain skilled migrants and New Zealanders in the New Zealand
(‘f our market; and
‘Ensure the integrity of the immigration system.
).

Anyg?c??’c:sed changes were then assessed against:
/7 the ability of changes to be enforced and implemented;

(;Q’ human rights implications and international obligations; and
. managing international relationships including in the Pacific.

0825 17-18 In-Confidence 2



Two additional criteria for assessing changes were applied to the Parent Category review:
) managing fiscal costs; and

) the effectiveness of proposed changes in managing the numbers of those likel ('\/
to be eligible (relative to the current cap on the Category). QQ)

Findings of the reviews N

The findings from the Parent, Partnership and Dependent Child reviews have indicésd that

the categories are mostly producing outcomes consistent with the intent of the pdficies. They
are meeting the stated policy objectives to strengthen families and contribute t

Zealand’s economy. There are however some sub-optimal outcomes from tge rtnership

and Dependent Child Categories that merit further work, and decisions to de regarding
the future of the Parent Category. O
Parent Category Review &\

The current two year planning programme of the NZRP will conclug a(n June 2018, and the
reduced cap of 4,000 places in the Parent Category will have begn giet by applications that
Immigration New Zealand (INZ) had on hand when the Categ ofyiwas temporarily closed.

)()(iv) ' " =

Partnership Category Review

i@dicate that the Category is largely
functioning as intended and is facilitating resjtlehce for migrants in genuine relationships with

The findings of the Partnership Category re
New Zealand citizens and residents. Inf gon on outcomes for migrant partners does not

raise concerns. The increase in the vo f applications appears to be correlated with a
growing number of skilled workers gettin esidence as single people who then go on to
support a partner later, as oppose including their partner as secondary applicants in their

original residence application.

Based on data related to relatiéhhip longevity, there is no evidence of large-scale issues
related to non-genuine rela ships being used to gain residence in New Zealand under the
Partnership Category in recgft years. §'6(c). == : v
S 6(c): 4 2y
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Dependent Child Category Review

Findings of the review of the Dependent Child Category indicate that it is largely functionin
as intended, and that settlement outcomes for migrant youth are mostly positive. While i
notable that the volume of approvals is steadily increasing year-on-year, this is not é?
immediately of concem on its own as the number of applicants is small and the Deperben
Child Category represents only a small proportion of the total NZRP.

PIGI)

@
Q>/
Q_
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Recommended action

The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment recommends that you: Q(;‘/

a Note that the Parent, Partner and Dependent Child Categories have been review@>
against the following criteria to assess whether the Categories are operating as l\

intended: &

i.  bring maximum benefit to New Zealand, including social benefit;
-énd

ii. attract and retain skilled migrants and New Zealanders in the New
labour market; and

iii.  ensure the integrity of the immigration system.

%
/Q'O Noted

b Note that the outcomes from the Parent, Partnership and De nt Child Category
reviews have indicated that the Categories are largely opera as intended,

consistent with the stated policy intent.
Oz Noted
Parent Category review <(
¢ Note that the Parent Category was reviewed a o additional criteria:

i.  managing demand following the decisiop to reduce the number of capped places
to 4,000 over a two-year period; and
\z

ii.  managing fiscal costs. O
s Noted

d Note that in 2016, the Parent CateQdry was temporarily closed to new applications in
order to manage demand within the yeduced cap.

Noted
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Noted

Agree / D‘Eﬂuree

A

Dependent Child Category review O

i Note that while the Dependent Child policy is 'broadly operating as inten&,’ officials
have identified specific issues, including:

j Note that some options for addressing both issues & £i) and h (ii) fall within your
portfolio, but would only go part way to forming a ion and that progressing a
comprehensive solution to issues would require s-agency and cross-Ministerial
work.

V\./ Noted

Agree / Disagree

Q,O
. &

Minister of Immigration

Sién Roguski Q/Z Hon lain Lees-Galloway
Manager,

Immigration Policy Q

LSE, MBIE

(g/
Q/
Q>/
Q'
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The Parent, Partnership and Dependent Child Categories sit

within the Family Stream of the New Zealand Residence q/
Programme %0

The New Zealand Residence Programme (NZRP) E\\:D
1. The NZRP provides residence class visas in New Zealand for approved appﬂﬁa@ts,
with the number of places managed through a two-yearly planning range. planning
range is currently set at 85,000 to 95,000 people over a the two year peria ding 30
June 2018.
Figure 1: People approved under the NZRP 1997-2017 (.\%
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2. The Family Stream is one of the @e‘ streams of the NZRP and includes the following
visa Categories:

a. the Parent Category@ One and Tier Two) (4,000 places over 2 years)
b.  the Parent Retirem’é?ﬁCategory (Uncapped) (not part of the review)

c. the Paﬁnersh?%ﬂagory (Uncapped)
d. the Depen@

3.  Currently 27, =29, 000 places are assigned under the NZRP to the Family Stream
for a two year pgriod ending on 30 June 2018. Of these, 4,000 places are assigned to
Parent Rﬁe ce visas (across the two year period).

hild Category (Uncapped)

4. TheP hip and Dependent Child Categories are uncapped. Approximately
18,5 ple have been granted residence visas under these Categories during this
NZR riod (15,046 in 2016/17, and just over 3,500 in the 2017/18 year to date).
Qﬁg& three quarters of these are partners of New Zealand citizens or residents.

5 In

. cent years, uncapped partnership numbers have been reasonably consistent,
@‘ﬁile dependent children numbers have been slowly increasing but from a low
Q aseline, as indicated in Figure 2.

! The other two streams are Business/Skilled and Humanitarian.
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Figure 2: Partnership and Dependent Child Category approvals, 2008-2017

Number of People With Partnership and Dependent Child Residence Visa Approved W/
Dependant Child Partnership

7500-

nus I| s
™~

Year End October Vo %=

Number of People

N
N
(=3
o

)
2008" -
2009 -
2010° -
2011°

20127 -
20137 -
2014° -
2015° -

20
008
2009°
201
2017°

Reviews of the Parent, Partnership and@ pendent Child
Categories have been undertaken A

6. Inlate 2016 a review of the NZRP was compgted. Following this review, Cabinet

invited a report back on the functioning of t ily categories (Parent, Partnership
and Dependent Children). While related, thq? ategories are distinct enough, and face
significantly different challenges, that w@ treating them separately for the purpose
of the review. This paper reports on tpé-q\ comes of these reviews.

The overall objective for the reviewg’/has been to ensure that the policies meet
the stated intent (:)

7. The three reviews were Jomﬂ%lcommlssmned alongside the changes to the NZRP
planning range, there are mi rJ fferences in the objectives of the reviews of each of
the three visa categories. ‘\

e

8.  All three reviews hav?Q:nSIdered whether

a. the operation % policies is consistent with the stated policy intent to
strengthen famjlids and communities while reinforcing the Government's

objectives;, ./
b. the pothﬁ%ontnbute to New Zealand's economic and social transformation.

9. In additiorrrthe previous Minister of Immigration gave the Parent Category a particular
manda \Iso consider ways to manage fiscal costs and ensure that demand can be
man nder the new lower cap without inviting long queues of applicants. The

revieu@ssumed the Parent Category would be reopened.

The reviytzs have been operating on common criteria

10. options proposed in response to the findings of the Parent, Partnership and
{{ ependent Child reviews have been assessed against the following criteria:

Q" a.  bringing maximum benefit to New Zealand including, social benefit;

b.  attracting and retaining skilled migrants and New Zealanders;

0825 17-18 In-Confidence 8



c.  implications on the wider system, including on the integrity of the immigration
system;

d.  human rights implications and international obligations; and L{:)
e.  ability of requirements to be enforced and implemented. N

11, In addition, the Parent Category review assessed how well current policy sejﬁ‘ﬂs
managed the fiscal costs of the policy. ( )

You have made commitments on immigration and family categorigs\{ 3

b
12.  We understand that your policy manifesto has committed to include SqVeral items
related to the family category reviews: )

N

a. to have an immigration system that is focused on welcorrtﬁag people with the
skills we need to make New Zealand a more prosperous;gaiion that can deliver a
good standard of living for New Zealanders; N

=

b.  that there will be no direct changes to the Family %@ visas, although there
will likely be a flow-on decrease from the other c@ s to the Skilled Migrant
Category (SMC); and % :

/
c.  to maintain the family reunification categorig%\;ta d Pacific quota) to ensure that
they are accessible for Pacific people.

b

13.  We consider that the objectives of the Family Sategory reviews are consistent with
these commitments and the findings do nat pfopose large scale changes to the
policies. The reviews have focused on e@u g that the policies are fit for purpose and
operating as intended in the immigratio:L\ tem.

The Parent Category revie{%&){ohsidered demand for places and
fiscal costs

New Zealand for at least thrg€'years to sponsor their parent’s application for
residence. It recognises that having an extended family together can make a positive
impact on settlement outcomes and migrant retention.

15.  The Parent Category i$a two-tiered policy. Priority is given to parents under Tier One:
those who can su hemselves financially, or who are sponsored by adult children
with higher inconds sf".jThe Tier Two policy allows for applications with sponsors with a
lower income (ofat feast $33,675 per annum) and the where the majority of the
applicants chitefen reside in New Zealand. The sponsors must agree to sponsor the
parent for tetnygars.

14. The Parent Category provid%i/{mechanism for migrants who have been resident in

16. In Septe@“\' 2016, Cabinet agreed to temporarily close the Parent Category to new
applicatigns as Immigration New Zealand held a sufficient number of Expressions of
Inter§§\ Ols) to process applications to meet the newly agreed cap of 4,000 places

he/ two year period.

ov
17. _{ggi:rrent planning range for the NZRP finishes in June 2018. At this point, INZ
anticipates that all of the Parent Category EOls in the system will have been
/ ocessed.

<’ {/
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The review of the Parent Category review considered fiscal costs

18.  Analysis of the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI)? data was undertaken to assess O y
access to benefits, the healthcare and the average wage of sponsoring children. Thtgkm v
analysis compared fiscal costs associated with: tvr\

a.  an earlier version of the Parent Category (the first cohort) that had humamta"hen
rather than financial requirements; and AQ\

b.  the current Parent Category (the second cohort) that has financial re(upments

The review found that when financial criteria were applied Parent Category VISéﬁBYders had
much lower uptake of benefits

19. The IDI analysis indicated that the introduction of the financial req re%‘ents in 2012
contributed to a reduction in the fiscal costs of the Category. This dnsﬂemonstrated
through a reduction in benefit access during the sponsorship p d‘and an increase in
the number of parents sponsored by children with high incom

sed the
o years of arriving in

20. There were indications that about a third of the first cohort a
accommodation supplement and/or First Tier Benefits* wj
New Zealand.

21. In comparison, the second cohort of parents appear: @ve negligible uptake of
benefits within two years of arriving in New Zealanadzbe en financial conditions were
placed on the Parent Category visa (one per cent: ssed the unemployment benefit
and accommodation supplement during their firsttwo years in New Zealand when they
were sponsored by their children). .\“kf.

The review found high numbers of sponsors remq:k{ng in New Zealand and both cohorts had

similar uptake of healthcare

22, Both cohorts showed a relatively hlghorat& of sponsoring children remaining in
New Zealand after their parents arr ye

a.  The proportion of sponsorspfgie flrst cohort that remained in New Zealand
appears to be slightly lower'thdn the second cohort (94 per cent were still in New
Zealand after six monthég, and about 90 per cent after 36 months).

b.  For sponsors of the §Q§:d cohort, retention data is only available for the first
year after their pareﬁ&a ived (98 per cent were still in New Zealand).

23.  The two cohorts had sjmilar healthcare costs after being inflation adjusted to 2016
costs. That is despit Tﬁe second cohort being slightly older (36 per cent were aged 65
years and older corf qred to 30 per cent for the first cohort).

- )

2 The Review of ttf/_P ent Category has analysed data in the Integrated Data Infrastructure (ID1). The IDl is a
large research base containing data from a range of government agencies, Statistics New Zealand surveys
and non-govega organisations. The data, including results, is anonymised to protect the privacy of
individuals. lﬂl IDI analysis findings have been rounded to base 3, for example, a count of 30 people meeting
a certain crite, Eﬂgﬁ‘could be rounded from between 28 and 32 to protect the anonymity of individuals. Where the

I

counts e are very low, they are suppressed.
®Thel lysis looked at the fiscal impacts of two cohorts (total approvals over a 12 month period) of Parent
Catfg igrants. These two cohorts comprise a baseline cohort that arrived on any Parent Category visa in

n 1 July 2012 and 30 June 2013 (the “June 2013" or “second” cohort). The second cohort was approved

“2011" or "first” cohort) 3, and a second cohort that arrived on a Parent Tier One or Tier Two visa
ef the current Parent Category policy conditions, following the introduction of the current policy in 2012,

4 Flrst Tier benefits include the Unemployment Benefit, Invalids Benefit, Sickness Benefit, Domestic Purposes
benefit, Emergency Benefit, Unsupported Child and Orphan, and Widow's Benefit.
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A data-match between INZ and MSD will contribute to stronéer enforcement of
sponsorship conditions

36. INZis leading work on finalising an Information Matching %E%e ent with the Ministry
of Social Development (MSD) to share data and identify, ored migrants with
Parent Category visas® who are accessing benefits. rfé‘nt sponsorshrg requirements
prevent Parent Category visa holders from accessing %eﬁ One benefits® for their first
ten years in New Zealand, while their sponsor has dggeed to be responsible for them.

37. This agreement will provide a tool for potential mé"t\;tormg by indicating when a
sponsor is not meeting the obligations that they have agreed to as a Parent Category

sponsor. O
z"
38. Officials are currently finalising the techn;oﬁ ‘etandards assocrated with the storage of
personal information and are consultlngmm the Office of the Privacy Commissioner
on the Information Matching Agreem@‘ht'b’etween INZ and MSD. This is expected to be
finalised in 2018. ~

«‘-‘:./

‘-\1“,

The Partnership Category re‘wew considered whether the
Category is enabling ce};ﬁtes in genuine relationships to
obtain resident visas/ \.

The Partnership Categquaatlows New Zealanders to live here with their partner

39. The Partnership Ca 4o was created in 2003 to replace two separate categories for
married and de fact partners of New Zealanders. The objective of the policy is to
allow the partne?st New Zealand citizens and residents (New Zealanders) to get a
resident visa u:m{der to live with them in New Zealand.

40. Partners t{\lev{}J Zealanders can get a resident visa if they can show that;

a. arb living with their partner as couple (and have been for at least 12
rﬁqﬁyts) and
b. {’ttte"fr relationship is genuine and stable.

@ cants must meet standard character requirements but are subject to a lower
threshold than other residence categories (as do dependent children, discussed
g ,‘bglow) The New Zealand partner must also:

r
"".'-.I.- r 4
Y

_r ——r

itnd other residence categories with sponsorship conditions such as Cuitural Visa.
® Tier One benefits include the Unemployment Benefit, Invalid’s Benefit, Sickness Benefit, Domestic Purposes
Benefit, Emergency Benefit, Unsupported Child and Orphan Benefit and Widow's Benefit.

'%-

¥
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a. not pose an undue risk of domestic violence; and

b.  not have previously supported more than one foreign partner in a residence %
application.” %
Recent trends in application numbers under the Partnership Category @

42. The number of migrant partners granted residence under the Partnership Catggory

top three nationalities (India, China and the United Kingdom) have consist

accounted for around 40 per cent of the Category. The approval rate for ership
Category applications is very high, around 95 per cent.
43. More residents now support Partnership Category visas than citize %his seems to

reflect a growing number of skilled migrants being younger and stika gle when they
get residence (particularly under the SMC). Instead of includin rtner as a
secondary applicant when they first get residence, they supp eparate Partnership
Category application later on.

Figure 3. Top pathways toward Partnership Category resi@v%for migrants granted
resident visas between 2012/13 and 2016/17 Q

Top pathways to Partnership Categoryresiden ationalities
{excludes ‘others’ which account for $5% of sll pa! across years)
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44. The vast majority (over 90 per cent) of migrants under the Partnership Category hold a
partnership visa before getting residence, but the pathways to obtain residence
are --9‘1 e number of migrants who get their first visa under a partnership policy
(whethg€pvi¥itor or work) is steadily decreasing, while the number of applicants who

g-advgeneral’ visitors has increased sharply. A few hundred Partnership Category
migrafté each year also come from a student background. The most common pathway
%ﬁl study to an ‘open’ post-study work visa to a partnership visa, but many also

i

Vé b,
4 Patigers of New Zealanders and partners of temporary migrants are also eligible for a number of other
teghporzry visas, and as secondary applicants on some residence visa applications. The relationship

tiggments for these visas are largely the same, except that temporary entry visas do not have a minimum
%on requirement nor a maximum number of partners.
e proportion of supporting partners who are citizens has decreased from 58 per cent in 2008/09, to 48 per
cent in 2016/17.
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transition after a second (employer supported) post-study work visa, and directly from
a student visa. The transition from working holiday visa to partnership is also relatlvely;
common, especially for UK nationals. ¢ }

s6(c) - '
&

N

The review of the Partnership Category focused on whether the Cate&gfy is
facilitating people in genuine relationships gaining residence in Neu‘\pZealand

Lf

46. The Partnership Category rationale recognises the inherent value assnc]ated with

New Zealanders being able to bring their partner to New Zealand to- a family unit.
A key requirement of the policy is the ability to demonstrate a genu#ng ‘and stable
relationship. AL

47. The review focused on assessing whether the policy is in factﬁc"iitating genuine
relatlonshlps The analysis relied on administrative immigratiofi-data and operational
information.® p \;\

The review found no evidence of large-scale abuse of the P@rtgershlp Category for non-

genuine relationships in recent years {/

48. Administrative immigration data, used to infer whe@hﬁ migrant partners were still in a
relationship two years after being granted resideieg, indicates that most relationships
endure and are likely genuine. The results, based on a sample of over 500 migrant
partners, showed that between six to ten pegﬂani of couples had separated after two
years. NN

{ s

49. Married couples and those with children.vere less likely to have separated than those
in de facto relationships or without c_hﬂgre’h. Duration of relationship at the time of
application did not appear to be a significant factor for relationship endurance. The
overall separation rate is consnst?ﬁ ith the proportion of New Zealand marriages and
civil unions that end in dlvorce

SLAGI) &
28

® The ar]al;‘sl"s?elled on a sample of 516 Permanent Resident Visa applications comparing relationship status
declarﬂqﬂg on paper applications to the information provided at least two years earlier in migrants’ Partnership
Category\és:dence applications. Sample limitations include:
/ X"‘ wover-representation of older migrants and Pacific migrants, which means a likely under-reporting of

“{ / separation rates;
applicants sampled received residence between 2011 and 2014 and may have a different risk profile
. from current applicants.
Further work is in progress to analyse more apphcatlons and rebalance the sample representation.
% Around six per cent of marriages or civil unions end in divorce after five years.

0825 17-18 In-Confidence 14



51.  Administrative data on transitions between visas also shows:

a.  the number of people changing from labour-market visa pathways (i.e érmer
international students and work visa holders) to partnership-based viasias

increased since the announcement earlier this year of the change e SMC
and to Essential Skills work visas; and
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The review of the Dependent Child Categoty-considered
whether the Category was producing go@outcomes for

dependants R

60.

61.

62.

63.

Under the NZRP there are two pathways for dep@nt children to apply for residence:

a. The dependent children of New Zeala Mzens and residents fall within the
Family Stream and can specifically aK or a visa under the Dependent Child
Category.

b.  Children that have a parent applying for a resident visa can also be included on
their parent’s application as Q ndary applicant.™

If a dependent child is a second pplicant on their parent’s resident visa application,
they are included as part of t ZRP stream that their parents application was in. If
their parent is an existing N aland citizen or resident, then they are included in
the Family Stream.

The review was focused on the Dependent Child Visa Category, (i.e. point a. under
paragraph 60 above %’er than a review of all visas through which a dependent child
could be supported@nter New Zealand. This intentionally focused the scope to allow
completion of th w in a timely manner, but to also provide sufficient assessment
of broader issu elation to dependent children that may need further work.

As the review targeted the Dependant Child Visa Category it did not include temporary
visas, whigh also enable dependents to enter New Zealand. These include:

a. visas;

b v%Idren of temporary workers; and

‘(/ children of students.
N

is can include dependent children of a partnership visa applicant; children of refugees; dependent children

under the humanitarian categories (the Samoan Quota and Pacific Access Category); and dependent child of a
principal applicant in the Business/Skilled Stream.
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64. In addition, the review does not include dependants that apply to enter New Zealand
as a secondary applicant on their parent’s resident visa application. ﬂ,
The Dependent Child Category was last changed in 2002 H‘g‘}, v
) N
65. Since 2002, the definition of dependent child has remained largely unchanged uhd.@'!;)
Immigration Instructions. A child is deemed to be dependent if at the date of £
application they are: f,_.

a. aged 21 to 24 with no child(ren) of their own, and are totally or subst&nﬁaijy reliant
on an adult (whether their parent or not) for financial support, whett:;srﬁwey live with
them or not; or

. "v._.
~
l

b. aged 18 to 20, with no child(ren) of their own and single; or ﬁ% —

c. aged 17 or younger and single. ~

AV
™D
66. This definition applies to all dependent children in any wsaL “gory, not just the
Dependant Child Category. 4{; >

67. Regardless of the above criteria, if children were eli ble,.fo apply for New Zealand
residence as dependent child under the Refugee F lily Support Category, Samoa
Quota Scheme or Pacific Access Category, and ‘not included in the original
residence application, they cannot later apply fors€sidence under the Dependent Child
Category. For those categories mentioned, dgpendants must be included in the
primary application if they are to be considséﬁﬁr a resident visa as a dependent
child. _j\ )

"xh

residence are not eligible. However ifv€ases of adoption, or in situations where the
principal applicant gained custody &ffer r their own application, dependants are eligible
for the Dependent Child Category, as'they would not have been eligible when their
parent initially applied for a re;.ld visa.

68. This means that children that are nz;x'\b@déd in their parents’ application for

The Dependent Child Catego%"ewew found generally positive settlement
outcomes but some lssueﬁ ~

Settlement outcomes are tly good with room to improve them via wider policy work
Y S

69. Initial findings have{jpdjcated that the Dependent Child Category is Laraglv functionina
as intended, andﬁv‘ﬁutcomes for migrant youth are mostly good :

70. si6(a@)
@z&
v
&

71,~Becent research has underscored that tlmmg and path of migration is an important
4: actor in improving long term outcomes:

’h““

j= v
K
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OECD research has indicated that migration at a younger age, particularly when
the country of origin has a different language to the destination country, resuits i
better long term employment and educational outcomes. ﬁ/

Youth entering New Zealand as a skilled migrant or student, have better lo

term outcomes than those entering under the Family Stream (who do not h@o
meet a threshold for education and skills).

Numbers are increasing, but this is not a concern on its own &

72. Over time, the number of dependent children entering New Zealand und
Category is increasing, however this is not a significant concern on its owi{ as the

Dependent Child Category is a small proportion of the overall NZRP oximately
3,000-3,500 of the 85,000-95,000 two yearly planning range).

As can be seen in Table 1, the number of dependent child appli has nearly
doubled from 2007/08 to 2016/17. Samoan nationals account f proximately half of
the approvals in the Category and the remaining nationalities §re-spread across a

73.

s .‘__Z;':_fir_a_uj_y‘\pp ovals - Dependent Child gategory
2007/0 | 2008/0 | 2009/1 | 2010/1 | 2011/1 2013/1 | 2014/1 | 2015/1 | 2016/1
8 9 0 1 2 4 5 6 7

Total "I

Dependant

Child Category 1144 | 1082 993 993 1199 | 1381 | 1430 | 1644 | 1931

Dependent [

child Category C}

{Samoan N

Nationals only) 420 406 361 Q\ 526 479 620 649 761 934

0825 17-18

In-Confidence 18



0825 17-18 In-Confidence




B(2)A)(iv), S 92)(Q)i)
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Next steps L,

93. Officials will update you by the end of February to advise what further information can
be provided to support you in making decisions &&garding the future of the Parent
_ Category. S9(2)(f{iv)
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Minister of Immigration

)\
Regular Policy Session with MBIE :1‘ 1,*
20 December 2017, 3:30-4:00pm F»'O‘)
4.5EW y -
=

Attendees ( 1

?“:‘:e.;,’
Ruth Isaac (General Manager, Labour and Immigration Policy) " \.{
Shane Kinley (Policy Director, Labour and Immigration Policy) -
Nick Aldous {Policy Director, Immigration New Zealand) (:v":\‘
Sian Roguski (Manager, Immigration Policy) K*K;-‘
Zoe Wyatt (Principal Policy Advisor, Immigration Policy) f\_
Frederique Bertrand (Policy Advisor, Immigration Policy) S~
Ged Hiscoke {Policy Advisor, Immigration Policy) ™

Agenda C )

Context J\\%

Following a review of the New Zealand Residence progran'ﬂq% including the planning range in 2016,
officials were invited to review the family categories (Parent, Partnership and Dependent Child).
These reviews have been completed. From today’s di@(%n officials are seeking:

a. To update you on the findings of the revigd:sﬁ
)
b. To discuss with you the timing, approa hﬁ'},
ft

programme for addressing the findin
category reviews.

priorities within the broader Immigration work
e Parent, Partnership and Dependant Child

Officials will table slides for the discussion@che meeting.
N &
1. Parent Category e
a. The findings of the r 'Z{r, and the potential for reopening the category in 2018 with
changes aimed at)h)aetter managing demand and fiscal costs.
2. Partnership Category }%{‘”
a. The findings ofitffe review, and discussion on where future work could potentially fit
within the me term Immigration work programme.
3. Dependant child C@y
a. The finﬁgﬁhe review, and discussion on where future work could potentially fit

within edium term Immigration work programme.
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20 December policy discussion

The purpose of this discussion

Following a review of the New Zealand Residence programme, including the planning range in 2016, officials were ﬂmuxwv
invited to review the family categories (Parent, Partnership and Dependent Child). These reviews have been \/@

completed. _ O\ﬂ
From todays discussion officials are seeking: ¢ 7
* To update you on the findings of the reviews \M/O

..ﬁo%mn:mmE::«Gc.%szm:m‘munSmn:m:aUzozzmms\::.:ﬁ_‘_m c.dmgm.,ﬁq%pwa?: EoﬂxuﬂomquBmﬁo_‘
addressing the findings of the Parent, Partnership and Dependant Chil gory reviews.

A%

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT Draft in confidence - for discussion.
HIKINA WHAKATUTUKE

Not government policy.




The New Zealand Residence Programme and the family category reviews

! ~ Permanent (The NZRP)
Managed through a two-yearly planning range
* The current programme runs July 2016 to June 2018
* The current planning range is 85,000 to 95,000
* The current proportions of the stream are set at:
* Business/Skilled — 60% (e.g. SMC)
* Humanitarian — 7/8% (e.g. refugees)
*  Family - 32-33%

-.Am.ﬁ_oo.a._)\ Bmmqmco: t2

vle

~ The intent of the family catego
immigration instructii isto:
*  bring maximu to New

Zeala ‘.W&ASWQ social benefit
. .AWMJ\&_ retain skilled migrants
a

v

Set at 32-33% of the NZRP planning range, and includes

&

A\ F

Parent (Tier 1 and Tier 2) Capped at 4,000 places
Parent Retirement (Uncapped)

Partnership (Uncapped)

Dependant Child (Uncapped)

e Tier1 (Capped) \A/x/m\
Parent xﬁaﬁ,w%%m&
7@%«;:6 (Uncapped)

Parent

Dependant Child (Uncapped)

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
HIKINA WHAKATUTUKS

v

? ew Zealanders in the New
¢7 Zealand labour market

* ensure the integrity of the
immigration system.

Set at 60% of the
NZRP planning

the N

range — includes WﬁE.;:m range —
the SMC. /O/yn udes refugees

and PAC and
Samoan Quota

of¥

Number of people approved under each residence category
60000 % =——

50000

40000 7
30000
20000

Number of people

A
os/o
oy

)
o v
D

5 &
oo/o oz/o
o D

o
o

$
P

Draft in confidence - for discussion.
Not government policy.




The family category reviews

What did the reviews look at?

All three reviews have considered whether the operation of
the policies is consistent with the stated policy intent:

* to strengthen families and communities while reinforcing
the Government’s objectives; and

* contribute to New Zealand’s economic and social
transformation.

Possible changes to settings were assessed against:

* The ability of changes to be enforced and implemented

* The human rights implications and international
obligations

* Managing international relationships _:n_:a_:m_s ::«); \

Pacific
P euvu.. .\w

* In addition the Parent Category qm<.. noam_mm_.mgu

* Managing fiscal noﬂw\y,, 4

f., afx

* The mmmn:<2_ fmanaging the numbers of

ﬁ_‘.ome__A@_jﬁof __m_c_m with the current cap on
the categen
N i
\.\\ LA~
-\ X \.H_
et ..u..,...v\.v .w):\..a "
QX

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,

ﬁ ww INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
HIKINA WHAKATUTUK?

The reviews are consistent with your incoming commitments

Your commitments as an incoming Minister included several Q.
items related to the family category reviews: _

* to have an immigration system that is focused om)
welcoming people with the skills we need;to vamu_.m.ms\
Zealand a more prosperous nation %m.vyjzﬁm_zm_. a good
standard of living for New Nmm_wﬁaw?\

* that there will be no nf@mmgwwmmm to the Family Stream
visas, although ﬂaﬁﬁ&f__;__rm_,\ be a flow-on decrease from

the oﬁ:mq namsmmﬁ&o the Skilled Migrant Category (SMC);
and \

e .R.w_dﬂ_x:ﬁmm: the family reunification categories (and Pacific
) ‘quota) to ensure that they are accessible for Pacific people.

The Family Stream reviews are consistent with these
commitments and are not seeking large scale changes to the
policies.

The reviews are instead focused on ensuring that the policies
are still fit for purpose and operating as intended in the
immigration system.

Draft in confidence - for discussion.

Not government policy.




The Parent Category: The Review

What is the Parent category? Bl Recent changes to the category
The Parent Category provides a pathway for migrants who have Since 2016, the sponsorship period for Parent Category residents was Q N\M
been resident in New Zealand for at least three years to sponsor extended to 10 years (within which visa holders should not be \fzw, O¥
their parent’s application for residence. . accessing benefits). \,. ).; 7
: -~ i '

It recognises that having an extended family together can make ¢ In September 2016, Cabinet agreed to $3no_.m:_<,,m_omm¥m¢amm33
a positive impact on settlement outcomes and migrant i Category to new applications. However, INZ ,wm& _”m,_mw_mmnmmzﬁ number
retention, and is made up of two tiers: of Expressions of Interest (EOIs) on :ma%@,_@non_mwm applications to

e . " meet the newly agreed cap of Abbo_@m.,nwm over the two year period.
Priority is given to Tier One i K:..w\x?,
»  Guaranteed minimum annual income of NZ$27,898 (single m AYSY

person) OR i

*  NZ$41,046 (couple) OR S
*  atleast SNZ500,000 (which can be gifted) OR ~ As pat,of the Parent category review, research was undertaken to
*  sponsor has annual income of SNZ65,000 (single) or | (@SséssUse of benefits, healthcare and the average wage of

- ) . . . .
\, 'spensoring children. This analysis compared fiscal costs associated

with:

$NZ90,000 (joint)

Remaining places are then extended to Tier Two »fc : i . fthe P he fi h hat had
« Sponsor must have an annual income of at _wmm N24°33,675 an ear| _.mq ,wmqm_o: of the m.ﬂm:ﬁ ﬂmﬁmmoQ (the first nw ort) that ha
per annum A< C\¥ m humanitarian rather than financial requirements; with

% %

* the current Parent Category (the second cohort) that has financial
requirements.

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,

INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT Draft in confidence - for discussion.
HIKINA WHAKATUTUK)

ot government policy.



The Parent Category: The findings of the review

Who uses the policy?

Parent Residence Category by Top Nationality : 2016/17
As the category is capped at 4,000 places, its use is not increasing, China (52%)
however the demand for the category has historically exceeded the

available places.

In addition, the Tier Two category is never used in practice as there

are always sufficient Tier One applications to fill available places. outh Africa (5%)

Fiji (6%)
The highest users of the category are Chinese nationals, at over

Great Britain (8%
50%.

Other (16%)

=3

\8

The key findings of the review

The review found that the introduction of the financial XO/V

requirements in 2012 contributed to a reduction in the mm%@m

of the category. In particular:

* when financial criteria were applied vwﬂ%q«\ visa
eft

holders had much lower uptake n

*  contrary to popular anec igh* numbers of sponsors
remain in New Nmmﬁ
*  both coho @3_ ed on the previous slide) had similar
c

cvﬁmMW/ are over time.
e

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,
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The Parent Category: Next steps and decisions being sought

SETPATE () L R BEE A A e iy el )

s 9(2)(f(iv) 4 O/ﬂf,
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The Partnership Category: What the review looked at

What is the Partnership category?

Recent trends in application numbers under the Partnership Category

._.:.m Partnership Category allows the um.z.:m«m of New Zealand . Very Em: m.uuqo<m._ rate: > 95%.
citizens and residents to get a resident visa and live with their
partner in New Zealand.

._<_oqmRmimim:os\mcuvo:_um::m_,m:munmﬁmmoJ\Smmmﬁ:m:Q.. @@\w
Likely related to SMC migrants being younger and single, s mmﬁmm

Applicants must show that: bringing a partner to NZ after having gained residenc

N ~m:m< are :i:m with their partner as nO:_u_m Am:Q have been for Visa status of New Zealand supporting partner ::nm_. Rartn ategory
at least 12 30_‘;3&“ and resident visa mvv_wnmzo:m 0 (4

* their relationship is genuine and stable e T
The New Zealand partner must also: -~
* not pose an undue risk of domestic violence; and _,
* not have previously supported more than one foreign partnerin |
a residence application. 0 o =

., 9/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17

% x
08/09
/7 no visa approvals - assume kiwi m migrant with approved visa(s)

Research undertaken for the review

As part of the review, officials looked at: m/o 2 90% have had a Top pathways to Partnership Category residence
« The longevity of relationships for partnership visa h .nﬁ@ﬂ partnership work visa {excludes ‘others' - accounts for mm%mnqoﬁw
- ) o before getting residence, 5000 p==Sere=se=
comparison to New Zealanders, using relationsh son 4500 -
subsequent applications as an indicator \A'w% but the pathways to get 2
@.ﬂ there are varied. m,éco
* Visa pathways to residence .c:amq nership Category « Declining numbers of m wwww
* Qutcomesat2and5ye %m ting residence relationship assessed m 2500k
(employment sta mbmmw e, benefit uptake, etc) before coming to NZ ;Mwooo . e
¢ Operatio _@ from Immigration New Zealand * Increasing numbers of m e Direct a&%g {partrice om.éé
Noti _@ﬁm general visitor visas granted 2 1000 - i o
instead of a partnership visa 500 -
@/r%no_‘mé entry visas, partners as secondary applicants m to avoid requirements (esp. ol . 3
@ * NZ partner character requirements & domestic violence living together) 2012/13  2013/14 2014/15 2015/16  2016/17

Year residence granted

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,

INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT Draft in confidence - for discussion.
HIKINA WHAKATUTUKE

Not government policy.




The Partnership Category: The findings of ﬁsm _.m<_m<<

Numbers of partners granted residence under Partnership categories: overall and top-3
nationalities (excludes secondary applicants)

Who uses nrm uo__ne%

) " . . === 10,000 ———— — .

vmzzmar_u based visas are mn_.mmg across a range 9ﬂ _ .\N
countries. India, China and the UK have been the top-three 8,000 @
nationalities over the last ten years (40-45% of overall
numbers). Numbers for India have trebled over that 6,000 -

:m.. oﬁu ities

o :mﬁ_ozm_;_mm

period, and accounted for 18% of Partnership Category - China
visas in NOHG\HN 0003 seseesece Great Britain
It’s worth noting that the category is uncapped, so growth 2,000 - India
is difficult to manage directly. on

P

The _8< ::a_:mm of the review

The focus on _ozmm<;< of _.m_ma_osm:_um. \ \=~ i
separation rate overall is comparable to NZ divorce rate @%K noaumqmc_m between 1- s 6(c) .. : H
year to 4-year relationships; higher for de facto/c :Aw ples.* _ : _ n_

s6(C)

...:m o %q partners of New Zealander Citizens and Residents:

m m ns identified. Around half are employed, around a quarter are no longer in New
and five years after getting residence, and benefit uptake sits around 4%. Employment
mﬁm and income levels appear to be increasing slowly.

*sample under-represents: younger

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS, applicants, India, China

INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT Draft in confidence - for discussion.

HIKINA WHAKATUTUK! r
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The Partnership Category: Next steps and options for addressing issues
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The Dependant Child Category: What the review looked at

E:o isa nmumnnmi n_..__n c:n_m« ,aa_mqmﬁ_oz _:mﬁcﬁ_o:uu

xmmm&_mmm of E:mﬁ visa nmﬁmmoq,\ they enteron, a amcm:gma n:__a must cm

* Aged 21 to 24, with no child(ren) of their own, single and totally or
substantially reliant on an adult (whether their parent or not) for financial
support, whether they live with them or not; or

* Aged 18 to 20, with no child(ren) of their own and single; or

* Aged 17 or younger and single (A person is single if they are not living with a
partner in a genuine and stable partnership)

E_.._nr nmum:nmsﬁm were included in the _.msms..u

| .:__m review _“On:mmn_ on ﬁ:m Umvm:amzﬁ Q:E <_mm nmﬁmmoﬂs 359 ﬁ:m: a review
of all visas through which a dependent child could be supported to enter 2

Zealand. 0/7

Not included

temporary visas:

* visitor visas

* children of temporary workers \A
* children of students &ﬂa
Secondary applicants: O

* dependent rtnership visa applicant;

il a
* children o %
. @ ren under the humanitarian categories (the Samoan Quota
(% ¢ Access Category); and

ﬂ 3 dent Child of a Principal Applicant in the Business/Skilled Stream.
Ty

MINISTRY OF BUSINESS,

. INNOVATION & EMPLOYMENT
HIKINA WHAKATUTUK)

Not government policy.
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mmmmm_.n:

The review Sn_cama recent qmmmmﬂn: out of _ZN,
Settlement team on long term settlement outc :w
for migrant youth (People under 24, «mmmaﬁ WA
category).

The review also Q8<< o ﬁwy m visa services

data to assess 32 :m benefit uptake,
mBu_o,\Bm:ﬁ : Bmzﬁ in education.

Further ::m..m:”: is _um_...m ::nmzmrms




The Dependant Child Category: The findings of the review

The review found that outcomes are mostly good

* That the category was producing mostly good settlement outcomes.

S6(c)

Dependant Child Residence Category by Top Nationality T MO\ anlv\ ha Q.. the peap le
approved under the Dependant Child

Visa Category. s

56(@) 37 |

) |
K\
ﬁ) People approved in the 2016/17 year . Samoan Nationals have consistently

Other (25%) India (6%)

Great Britain (3%)

China (11%)
Philippines (8%)

Samoa (47%)

Z_Z_m._._~<01wcm_2mmw.
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._.:macmum:n_m:ﬁ Child Category: Next steps and options for addressing issues
S9)(Hv)
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