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-U.Ss Department of Justice
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

STATEMENT | L

Response to Citizenship USA Report -

The Inspector General’s review of Citizenship USA sought to answer the same
question that had previously been addressed by the Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) and others — what caused the breakdowns in the naturalization system
during the CUSA program?

The Inspector General’s report tracks the previous reviews and lays out the
factors that led the INS — more than three years ago — to implement a complete
overhaul of the naturalization system. The sudden expansion of a manual system
designed to handle fewer than 300,000 naturalization applications per year to
accommodate a fourfold workload increase overwhelmed its capacity and magnified
the deficiencies of a system that had been neglected for decades.

When INS was faced with problems in the naturalization system that were
‘'seriously threatening the integrity of the process, the agency committed to overhauling its
entire service operations, focusing first on ensuring the integrity of the naturalization
system. Changes included: 1mplementmg quality assurance procedures along with
appropriate oversight provisions; opening more than 120 INS fingerprinting sites to
exercise control over the fingerprinting of applicants; and improving the efficiency of the
background check process that guarantees INS has reviewed the criminal history of all
applicants before approving the application. A series of audits by both outside auditor
KPMG Peat Marwick (KPMG) and INS have validated the success of these efforts.

Having successfully ensured the integrity of the naturalization system, INS
moved forward in August 1998 with a two-year initiative to clear the backlog of
naturalization applications that developed following Cltlzenshlp USA. With bipartisan
congressional support, INS achieved the first-year goal of the initiative and is on track
to complctc. the backlog reduction and decrease processing times to the historically-
based six-month national average while continuing to guarantee the quality of the
naturalization program.

While the INS has made significant strides in improving the naturalization systern,
as the Inspector General’s report points out, there is some unfinished business that the
agency necds to complete. Efforts are ongoing to build on the progress that INS has

made and to continue to advance quality and customer service throughout the agency.

— INS —
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INSPECTOR GENERAL FINDS INS® EMPHASIS ON PROCESSING CASES
pPurNG CUSA COMPROMISED INTEGRITY OF NATURALIZATION ADJUDICATIONS

July 31, 2000 (Washington, D.C.) - The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) today
released its comprehensive review of the Immigyation and Naturalization Service’s (INS)
Citizenship USA initiative and found thet INS compromised the integrity of the naturalization
process during its 1996 effort to reduce the backlog of citizenship gpplications.

“INS failed to address known system weaknesses before implementing a program that they
knew would tax that system as it never had been taxed before,” said Robert L. Ashbaugh, Acting
Inspector General. “Given the unrepaired deficiencies, INS’ drive to process this [massive

number of cases put the entire system and any hope for integrity in the adjudication of citizenship
at great risk,” Ashbaugh said. “The results were predictable.”

Contrary to allegations, the OIG did not find that CUSA was developed or implemented
to further inappropriate political ends. The report found that involvement by the White House
and the National Performance Review (NPR) in CUSA “did not result in INS lowering standards
or changing its procedures in order (o get more applicants naturalized in time for the 1996
election in the hope they would vote for the Démocratic Party, as alleged. At the same time, we
also found thar the efforts of NPR’s reinventors did not improve the program or enhance the
quality of adjudications.”

The OIG's findings result from more than 1,800 interviews and review of more than
80,000 pages of documents in the largest investigation in the office’s history.

Background

INS projected thar without a serious backlog reduction effort, by the summer of 1996 an
eligible applicant would have to wait three years from the date of application to be naturalized as
aU.S. citizen. On August 31,1995, INS Commissioner Doris M. Meissner announced CUSA,
an initiative 1o reduce the backlog of pending naturalization applications to the point where an
eligible applicant would be naturalized within six months of application. The effort focnsed on
the workload in the five districts that then had the largest applicarion backlogs: Los Angeles,
New York, San Francisco, Miami, and Chicago. To reach the CUSA goal, INS dramatically
increased its naturalization workforce in these cities, opened new offices dedicated to
paturalization adjudication, and enpaged new proccssing strategies in an effort to “streamline”
the naturalization process.
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In the spring of 1996, however, just as CUSA moved into its most aggressive phase,
media reports began to question the integrity of INS naturalization processing. NPR, under the
direction of the Office of the Vice President, had targeted CUSA for “reinvention” and this link
between INS™ naturalization initiative and the Vice President’s Office during an election year =
helped fuel speculation that INS’ push 1o naturalize more than one million applicants during
fiscal year 1996 was an attempt to swell voting rolls with new citizens who were anticipated to
vote for Democratic candidates.

Of particular concern were reports that some INS offices were naturalizing applicantsso
quickly that applicant criminal history reports—generated by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI) after INS submittcd applicant fingerprint cards for analysis—were arriving in INS offices
after the applicant had already been swom-in as a United States citizen. These and other
allegations of flaws in naturalization processing suggested that INS had sacrificed naturalization
processing integrity in the name of processing applicants more quickly. :

Findings

The OIG’s 684-page report substantiated many of the allegations made by Members of
Congress that the CUSA initiative reduced the integrity of the naturalization interview.

“Having set the CUSA goal, INS made the timely corupletion of naturalization cases—or -
production—the guiding principle and single-mindedly pursued this principle at the expense of
accuracy in the determination of eligibility for citizenship,” Acting Inspector General Ashbaugh
said.

Among the report’s findings:

« Hundreds of newly hired adjudicators were superficially trained and unprepared for
anything but the most routine citizenship adjudications. In many instances, INS
assigned the new adjudicators to work in environments without adequate supervision.
We found the most egregious example of the inappropriate deployment of ncw hires
in the Garden City, New York, CUSA office, where approximately 100 new,
temporary adjudicators were assigned to work under the guidance of only 6
expenenced employees.

e CUSA’s ambitious production goals produced pressure in the Field that had an
- adverse impact on the quality of paturalization adjudications. We found that many
adjudicators were led to believe that it was quantity, not quality, that mattered.

« Adjudicators’ inquiries were limited by the frequent unavailability of the crucial tools
of naturalization processing: applicant criminal history checks and permanent files.

« INS had been repeatedly wamed about the many systemic weaknesses in its
fingerprint checking system but failed to respond to them before launching CUSA.
The one innovetion INS implemented in the name of improving fingerprint processing
during CUSA—the opening of a centralized Fingerprint Clearance Coordination
Center in June 1996—was poorly planned, poorly timed, insufficiently staffed, and
inadequately explained to the Field. Instead of improving INS’ fingerprint
pracessing, it served to weaken procedures that were already deficient.
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» INS repeatedly gave Congress inaccurate assurances about the extent of the processing
errors made during CUSA. While the OIG did not find any deliberate intention by any
INS official to mislead Congress, we found that the jnaccuracies were often the
product of insufficient care in gathering the requested information and the INS’ deste
to project the agency’s work in a most favorable light.

The OIG noted that it is impossible to precisely quantify the number of CUSA
adjudications that were affected by the problems detailed in its report. “We cannot establish how
many applicants who were approved for naturalization would have been found ineligible had’
appropriate procedures been followed,” the report said.

The work of the Naturalization Data Entry Center (NDEC) is an examplc of INS’
inadequate planning during CUSA, In attempting to determine how large its naturalization
backlog was, INS discovered that it had approximately 220,000 applications in Los Angcles and
50,000 applications in Miami that had not been counted because they had not even been entered
into INS' record-keeping system. At NDEC, INS began a crash effort over 6 weeks to data-enter
all these records into INS computer systems. However, these computer entries also triggered
requests to retrieve the A-file from the district that had it. Consequently, the NDEC operation
resulted in a sudden request to the Los Angeles District Office for more than 170,000 files, a
number greater than a year's worth of requests and a deluge that immediately swamped a records
office that had been understaffed to handle even a routine volume of requests.

In addition, the system's automated features "ordered" A-files related to all of the just-
processed Miami applications be sent to Los Angeles, because the computer treated the office
doing the data entry as the office that will adjudicate the application (even though the files would
be meeded in Miami where the applicants resided). As a result, Miami sent the applicants’ A-
files to Los Angeles just as NDEC in Los Angeles was shipping the applications it had just
processed to Miarni. Further, in some cases Miami processed the applications based on
temnporary files and then sent the temporary files fo Los Angeles to be added to the permanent A-
files, just as the permanent files were finally being returned to Miami where they belonged.

The OIG found that since CUSA ended INS has made obvious improvements in its
procedures for ensuring that applicants’ fingerprints are checked by the FBI and that the results
of those checks are available to adjudicators. It has also markedly improved its procedures for
ordering and transferring applicant files so that they are available at interview. Finally, it has
implemented standardized checklists and other processing forms that allow it 1o monitor whether
cases are adjudicated in a manner consistent with these new procedures.

However, the OIG concluded that its greatest concern is the fact that INS has not made
progress toward developing and implementing adjudicative standards, including the standards for
English testing and the evaluation of good moral character. INS recognized before CUSA that
<uch standards were missing and that their absence diminished the quality of naturalization
processing during CUSA. Despite efforts to “reengincer” naturalization, those same standards
are still lacking.

“INS has made little progress toward ensuring that adjudirators, once they have the
requisite tools—Iike the results of criminal history checks or the applicant’s file—know how to
use them,” the OIG report concluded. “In short, INS has standardized its processing procedures
but has not improved the substantive aspect of the evaluation of an applicant’s eligibility for
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naturalization.” The OIG report ends by offering 25 recommendations that focus primarily on
steps INS needs to take to improve the quality of the naturalization adjudication.

On July 31,2000, the report’s Executive Summary and
Conclusions & Recommendations will be posted on the Inspector General's website at
"hitp://www.usdoj.gov/eig" under the heading entitled "Special Reports;"* the full report
will be posted as soon thereafter as possible. '
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CITIZENSHIP USA (CUSA) CASE. REVIEWS
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L Case file documeéntation was universally poor, with 90
percent of the cases containing Processing errors of some
type. KPMG attributed this to a lack of both codification
of uniform processing standards and enforcement of existing
standards in the naturalization process, conditions which
have improved due to INS's implementation of its

Naturalization Quality Procedures.
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BeELAo1 period case reviews in the same way they were
identified for the original Criminal History Case Review and the
original Deportation/Exclusion Case Review. The case reviews
were also conducted in a similar manner, except that INS' Office
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. TRANSITION PERIOD CRIMINAL HISTORY' CASE REVIEW -
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felonies or crimes involving moral turpitiyde (CIM
statutorily bar naturalization. By 3

: R
The group of 3,565 individuals was thgs g?ﬂii §:§g
. Period Criminal History Case Review. . : Q%%%%ﬁ%
L .we:eﬂreviewed,(2497case\files_cbhld na ‘céted1for-§ﬁ”_

review) . Thgfreview foyund: )

~— -~ ® - 2,533 cases’ (76 percent) were D¥ per
found that the statutorily defj
criteria were met; ;

£

" ® " 56 cases (two percent) we
adjudicators found thatéthe s
character criteria wer§ presy

. : SR
. 727 cases (22 perc
adjudicators foung
statutorily defins

ad goo aracter criteria were met

‘basgi éﬁﬁglﬁhatio@ grfied in the case files (a
re IS AN arrest a¥~a disqualifying offense might
i setion or acquittal). o
. ) ) 2 - . : ‘&"'\ o . R . _ _
. - S 3 f}; \;e\.ﬁ? ) . . . . .. ' .
Of the - 783. & : at¢w§§%§@resumpt;vely lneligible or require

volged a failure to reveal an arrest. The
M%Jgatié'cases were referred to the INS.
gisideration. - - o T

the, percentgge of. ‘ roblematic c _
:the, traisitioniperiod review. (24 percent). is_better, than .
centage 4oun in:the original:review (37 percent)  what is
T 'éthOOibflthe;783fpoténtially'problematicfcases
in October and. November 1996, before most’ of “INS!

on Quality Procedures were implemented.” - On 'a month- -
: oGRS Basis dhﬁ%ng‘théipransitign3period;fthe'percentage'Of'
“reviewed’ cases that’ were' determined to-be proper decisions.
§enerallyZiﬂbreasédﬁ”With‘ﬁotable'improvements beginning in

. Décember 1996 and another noticeable improvement in'April 1997, -

- when INS instituted a case file re-verification requirement as a

9 ) . ) L]
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--of individuals naturaiized (455

- ever been subject to depor

,"the‘{i_;éga_t__,ti_{;e"findingfs:j_._'“ tained:in'the:April’ 1997 Kkp]
ast- three months ofitheftranélEiéh?beriodn

: For:the’last- thr 1CnS, ot the t ‘
(April=Jgune-1997)5% 91 pércent'ofltﬁg*ééses]?éviéwgd{were'

- ;;determined tobe proper decisiohs;’3Ihesetiﬁp;ovéments'were
. .. followed.by the June' 30, 1997, implementation "of énhanced quality
' procedures (NQP III). ' :

TRANSITION_PERIOD DEPORTATION/EXCLUSION CASE REV;;%EW éff’%‘

In addition to identifying the subjects
case review related to individuals" crima;
identified those individuals who may
they were subject to deportation proc
of deportation or exclusion. INS'.OIA

L ‘ . . - >: ,\7 o\\‘:é::‘{.:‘:;. L
with EOIR's database containing record ot

exclusion actions. XA tptal of 375 ind
both, and these individuals were the g

Period Reportation/Excliusion Case Reﬁiéw.

A total of 222 of the 375 cases’
.Deportation' Officers with OIA izt
files, and 58°0thers were nbt§ "' e usesthe files were
found to contain no evidenceg d’" individuals had

S proceedings.

The review found that 1 ‘evidence of. an improper
naturalization. Of thy nvolved deportation and
four cases involved;$- usiong maining 210 cases reviewed

s, howed no evidence indicating
cases were referred to the.
vocation.

enship, sometimes called denaturalization,

high the Government:- can move to’éverturn a grant

ol _ @anggan be proven improper.: In addition to )

ﬁjialité&ocat=$E§fﬁyhichdarencééesfp:eSénteq'in;and“decided by

Jcourt,: the® G&Vernment may revok an* improperly-granted

57 "‘wﬂﬂ"'_ﬁniSEiétively,foﬁ?tﬁeigtrengthéof the record . - _
ttals)]’ provided action?is taken within a- two-year

itations. AdministfétiVéﬁrevocation‘authoriﬁy"came

iIcé in October 1996, with publication of" final =~
ns-at- 8 CFR §340.1, pursuantto thg*Immigration‘Act of L e

Over 8,400 cases have been referred from a variety of sources to
the INS General Counsel for possible revocation. This includes

10
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¥

Bl e 't e s gt e - :
istory: éws” (original S

"Supplementali:an ”SiqianPéxinﬁ;jtﬁegRéndbmjSéhﬁlé.Céée
, ,Rg!;ew,,gp@;ggeapépbitéﬁibn/ExclﬁéidnfRéViéWé”{driginélﬁand
T Transition  Period)"; vIn“addition}ﬂINSlDistrict'Officéé have
) referred another 1,100 cases for review.

About Seven. percent of the cases referred as a result ofgthe case
reviews were identified by the reviewers as e
ineligible" for citizenship. The remaining 93"
referred to as cases requiring further acti
designated as needing further action whemizinf oy
to evaluate a case was missing or when &

wpecessary
ppeared tgl

- -have failed to reveal his or her crimif: L O 1f§&pe ﬁ§§
application for citizenship.- "Furthegiactiopi s&ﬁigﬁgﬁgﬁﬁfe )
-—~ - collection -and verification of;record%\% gwas policéﬁﬁﬁh&;as

asposition of¥dises.

~and court- records, .to determine.the. £
support’ staff work

INS attorneys): .special agents, examinej
on cases refefrred for revocation.

. . - \ ) it -
ADMINISTRATIVE REVOCATIONS

On July: 21, 1997, the Serviceg
potential administrative re
administrative revocations
sensitive, with action-reé
citizenship is formally,

cases chronologically,

Zeferred cases for
lce pursued

these cases are time-
0 years of the date
rioritized its review of
cases first, in order to

prevent lapses in the i

. & i -
.gfﬁg@ y S G,

-By-Jul.g@Q@%PSB, G reviewed 4,269 cases for
possih*%%%%ﬁfpistraf Ye¥revocation. ~On that date, however, Judge
Barbara™Rgihstein of ited States Court for the Western '

' District &&% i ngt otk ¢d a preliminary injunction in- the )
case of Go oy Rendwiidifte - injunction, 'sustained on appeal in

the Ninth Yhreclides INS from "initiating or continuing"

adminig & . Xeveeabd ons Nationwide ! As.a result, INS had to B
suspe j;@jforﬁ?;&ﬁa&ﬁy;’administrative revocation. ' 'Of the 4,269 .
;tOt'{wC3$¢$¢r§Yi‘;,Lkﬁbmﬁhat_PPiDt'x2:585 had been deemed . s
propriat Or;, dBnatu alization;” that is; they were’deemed N
Bt to initiétéjfevqgation.proceedings.;f,- e R

fﬁ583;w¢:e7de¢medfnotaappropriate'fbf'revdcation,
gasc follow-up review found them to be properly” o
gHCause: there.was insufficient legal basis to initiate -
r AtE0n- proceedings] ‘or because the potential litigation risks
o£;ihitiating;admih;Qtjativg'revocation outweighed the potential

benefit:served by: such action. ", This-occurred for a variety of

- reasons;- usually because the findings of. further investigations
contradicted or mitigated the information in the case file

11




T

“with the” revocation would lead to' the development of unfavorable

case law, the Service exercised its discretion not to initiate

revocation procedures.

As of the date of the most recent court action,§§

no change in the _terms

" result, no action has been taken to purg

revocations since July

JUDICIAL - REVOCATIONS

 Enjoined from-initiating or continuing v
revocations, ‘INS redirected its resoug#esy > o
filing af appropriate denaturalizatidn caségign:

To that end, a working
Counsel, the DOJ Civil

Litigation *(0IL), and the U.S. Jkfe
- develop a plan for a compréh*‘”fVe

denaturalization or criminak@%rosegg%E

- -the most. compelling cag

mindfu; pf'
courts.-";.v

S

ce§’ “at
Jocation

le: resourc

caf® »
_these cadges can;be 1iti
approach”will* enable- th
cases without imposing’
Attorneys‘and the Feder

that warranted such action &
: T ER )

Using agreed-upon crite

A RSN _
_%ﬁgfi?ﬁ d, to_p: : h packets
;“?ﬁ&ﬁqual;qpmber;of,experlenced:1nvestlgators,to
tythese ca

Wo examiners. and; SUpport’ staff.: % -1 7

of the injunction

1998,

R
3
LSRR

0
\ N

S

the
court.
General

S

group from the
Division's#8

A«’@' ~
1ig.’
& 0
i

L

he i group is now identifying
4ng foxyard for litigation,

e¥gts of the Government and the
overnment will present cases
> successful prosecution, in
t effectively.
h the resources for 20 attorneys to
S plans- to-designate 15 of those

Ass ant. United States Attorneys, after a
SN

sition period during which all INS -
ed. to -preparing referral packets.. INS -

Séé:in-thé,Distfict_Offibés'and;U.S.

3

tﬁ§;swme{timéﬁqlNS;williméigﬁginwi;$¥;

?Unifﬁdﬁffiﬁéfattdrﬁey57§givéﬁtd}éé?éh:_

es,” the wbrking@éféﬁp”ééﬁimates,that‘INS

pproximately 600,Cases_ihfthé'first”Yéag;ﬂénd'that_~

gaﬁédfpve:;the_¢0ursé;of'tWo;years;lfThis
e Government: to present*itSLStréngest

an unmanageable burden on the U.. S. o
al courts.::'At the same time, it will -

12




: lega
.By gauglng ‘the’ courts'

2the Government ‘will® have

1ng cases merlt pursu1ng in

NATURALIZATION QUALITY:PROCEDURES (NQP) AUDITS ﬁp
&\
*ﬁfxthg$ Department

"l i

On November 29, 1996 INS instituted 1t§?new Na@p

Quallty Procedures (NQP) covering seve&?key quancemsb -ﬁp. f@§
.including: 1) standardization of workj rocesg 2) firky SEbiInGL
check 1ntegr1ty, 3) enhanced superv1sg keﬁﬂew 4) inek &y gﬁﬁo s

- regarding temporary: file use; 5) impld
quality assurance program; - 6) guldance\
proceedlngs and 7) requlrements for P
"outside English and Civics test sites®

& ";d* onitoring of

. SPRING 1997,' REVIEW

In February and March 1997, Jgo assgs >these new
procedures were 1mplemented§correct1y ;ngconducted an NQP.
1mplementatlon—rev1ew atxéﬁﬁ fouf’ INS Serv1ce Centers, eight CuSa -
sites and 12 other Dlsttggt Ofﬁﬁfes, wh&ch together accounted for
approximately 85% of t}ie - “natug lpn workload. KPMG's April,
1997 report stated } ahgwhile% 18, ma Srity of the field sites

i BB N fNQP, 1mp1ementatlon of the
3 £ The most critical
“';Qllty of flngerprlnt cards. received by
%fl for criminal background checks.

Sitat the NQP 1ncreased internal control
sthe: risk of incorrectly: naturallzlng an
Tt ‘also stated that the criminal history

: _standards were: unevenly” pplied across
”,th 1 ck of" standardlzed tralnlng and an -
nicationsof. the NQP requlrements. . :
Dese KPMG could not prov1de assurance that
{;yntlnulng to- 1ncorrectly naturalize: allens with-

g condltlons :0f the 24 sites. visited. KPMG found

'iistrlct Offlce (Bostonb MA) that it" considered to be in
full compllance ‘with’ th new procedures, although seven other
‘sites were be found to be 1n marglnal compllance.

13
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" In resﬁbnéeltohthe April 1997 KPMG report,  INS immediately. .

“implemented aﬂgase file reverification requirement and proceeded

documentation of each step in the process on a more complete

- mandatory worksheet. INS also reorganized the procedures into 1
more user-friendly format, and it implemented a comprehensive
process to distribute the revised procedures and train all
relevant employees on their content. s

SUMMER 1997 PRELIMINARY REVIEW

NQP III was released on May 13, 1997, went I
June 30, 1997. In August 1997, KPMG gnducted ¥’ p
review to specifically assess the distiy oy
training provided to field personnel
September 1997 report, KPMG indicated
disseminated in a consigtent manner an
the 13 s};es visited (four Service Cej

\

P III had Dieh ,
mtely trained across

FALL 1997 AUDIT

ozﬁowed_u%

The preliminary review was f 3
TII 1

assess implementation of NQ
four Service Centers,
October and November 1997
naturalization processigd;
of applicants that do f#af
requirement and thoge
availabléhand acc

€ld sites, including
4% District Offices, in
, KPMG focused on those
preclude naturalization
" moral character

&t all information is

grant of citizenship. These
ngerprint check results, '

documé ransfer requests, and requirements for -
supervi t&?n cases and reverification of all
cases. The NfieRese items was the main determinant
for site. comps iwﬂ' digCriterion of zero tolerance was

Neipsis OF audit results.

S ﬁ§% . T —
5 _Mmﬁ&ﬁﬁgbort, KPMG found four District Offices
@Ja, NE; PhoenixsdZ; El Paso, TX: and Dallas, TX) to be non-
giiliant .. Overafl, 'KPMG reported that "stricter controls aré in
e-for the cofitrol and documentation of case files; in-process
{gws'haye'bﬁf: implemented to preclude the naturalization of

: é%@ disqualifying conditions; and a quality review

RCants w:
NE A Sﬁ en instituted that focuses on in-process reviews,.

ok \
PEE ¥if-audits, and sharing of quality improvement
int on." KPMG concluded that INS had "made significant

improvements in the internal controls of the naturalization
process and greatly reduced the risk of incorrectly naturalizing

an applicant."

14



=f1mprovements made ‘to that’ program, INS has. 1ncreased its-

In‘July and August\1998 KPMG conducted another audlt 51m11ar to
fthe prlor one;: this time v151t1ng 15+INS.: fleld srtes, 1ncluding

ﬁ.two Service Centers five CUSA sites, and eight  District Offices.

Whereas the earlier reviews concentrated on INS' larger offices,
this audit included several smaller sites in order to help ensure
that 1mplementatlon of the NQP was belng accomplished aghkoss the
board in all INS offices. & &

In its September 1998 report, KPMG agalnsﬁound
Offices (El Paso, TX; Houston, TX; Atlapta¥

to be non- compllant While not part of ¥he crit5~%f' .§§
areas, KPMG- noted improvement across m%gt srte3§1n : &§§

-processing and.file maintenance in co
audit. KPMG also indicated that this
continued. to make 1mpro€ements in~its &
"continued to reduce the likelihood of
dlsqualrfylng conditions."

Rt %

l controls N &f

On June 5, 1998, INS released the L@&@st rev
Naturallzatlon Quallty Proceduresgs iy SONG ,V)
procedures were effective at. Sefgim : - ctober 1, 1998,
for all N-400 applications fife By t and at
local offices on November 1 &% .
interviewed on or after th g 5 sbgeflects improvements
“ that have been. made possidie By tHe implémentation. of the .-
*ﬁequest%ﬁby thesCentral Index System; the
advances in fingerprin %ﬁroce@%ﬁes, ipwluding the opening of the
Appllcatlon Support cen #11 for all N-400

N

’.1

néﬁk

s#lopment Of the CLAIMS 4

¥ ‘%“developedﬂfor another KPMG audit that
6] {-QSXSleng While still under discussion, the
4 ‘-.ﬂ%@ be-similar to the past two audits, and it
,” also. 1ncorp§r*§e changes brought about by- the ' :
gifmentation oggNQP

ri?

¢ abllshment of an on- 901ng quallty assurance program
fithe’ November 1996 NOQP, .and with the continued

1nst1tutlonal capablllty to monltor and 1mprove the performance

:;of the naturalization program. . The engagement of a guality-

'assurance contractor has enhanced that 1nternal -capability.

15



A_feature.ofrt e Naturalizatlon
November,29 119967 "ig" the "‘estab]

Quallty Procedures,nlssued on

lshment ‘of an internal program

for. the* routlne conduct of qualg Y assurance reviews. The

program requires each office thét

adjudicates naturallzatlon

applications to randomly review naturalization files on*q»monthly

basis to ensure that procedures are being followed
- reviewers follow standardlzed o] eckllsts

of results and are retained in tihe A- flbg,

to the regions for analysis and
action. Between 5,500 and 6,00
Until November 1998 when INS b

respon51b111ty for the program ”IECélVE_ﬂ

reports from the three INS regi
\

" Since August 1997, when monthly
reported that 30.7 percent of tH
proce551ng error, INS offices Ly
improvement, with the overallg
errors, critical and non- crrﬁac
October 15998. In the three»
the: findings have also beéq encaoy
to obtaining the resulté%@f an 4 1
3.3 percent in August §é$7 to 4

N 9;

ncl dlng all types of
elz 9 percent in

i gos
'ﬁtbﬁmpts to locate an A- flle has

»*nt during the same period;
AT rest dlSpOSltlon information
4 percent. It is important to

note thaw ihifde a criféab. may occur in.d case,-that does

nature;igetﬁee»

L

OSES

“ﬁ of. 427 new. Manageme

01tlzensh1p, and 'othery INS' benef
“analysts’ are. belng dlspersed thr<
Headquarters: &

developlng the” program ‘that w1ll

ollicant is ineligible for..

eépnrts: are a mseful element of the Quality
&¥roll-up- r=ports~prepared by- the-various — -
‘_jﬁﬁfhelp isolate: areas where 1mprovement is
i§¥ﬁareasﬂwhere* Lt appears management- controls -
ThlS perm1ts-=pec1f1c troubleshootlng at " the
,harlng of best practlces '

isurance Program is belng strengthened w1th the

tAnalysts whose prlncrpal

us exc1u31ve1y on the~ a@allty of- natlonallty,

oy ‘processing’ work:: These :
ﬁghout INS field offices and at
tnal- Audit is responsible. for
ensure standardization through




gl 4 v
Emlﬂ&ww,

§ U 12

H,ly saheduledfforTMarch ‘1999
>r ‘nannounced_ 1te-rev1ews to -

SEEEN T S

IMMIGRATION SERVICES DIVISION QWALITY CONTROL PROGRAM

,;.

Follow1ng the critical flndlngs contained in'theé@prlk&&997 KPMG
report, the Executive Office of Naturalization .é& #Pons (now
part -of the Immigration Services D1v151qn was~%§ ;ished. In
June 1997, in addition to enhanding theg \y 38 the EReoNt ive Offices
also engaged CENCOR, a quality assurane:§ contr %ﬁ' :.erformﬁﬁ
number of quallty control functnons 1§\

f '--;?:w
-~~—~--locatlons._; S L §§§ | §§ '

- compllance w1th INS pollc1es an proce nstalllng quallty
- ... assurance processes.and control oint remedial.
training\in selected naturaliza on ps iewing spec1f1c

compliance with INS Quality. ASSdIa@gg@ﬁr : rements, ... .
a551st1ng in the elimination of h;fg&uxggd in ¥ion awaltlng
-input -to the automated systems «3i f“;@&@@ the “uralization’ ) -

gwﬁhenever possible;
© the INS local

o process, offering suggestlonssg”f'|
' and providing comprehen51veé‘“nt
offlce reglon and headquaz%ers.
o :? ,:

yorking w1th INS,

" ofi¢ in each of three Regional
olfe} fenters, and 12 assigned to

NSFrict Offlces sub-offices and

f{:dltloﬁ_.eﬁ
@d@vere& Sh%E part-time basis.

including four at INS: gv
Offices,  two in each, i’

isSsurance reviews indicate that
and- are malntalnlng, accuracy

: 2ties” percentile; with few

fer reports. that. most mistakes are
ultlng from a manual process, and that no
"to part*cular trouble spots. ' S

e randomg&ﬁman'erpm
o 51gn VIcant'tr ne

eamlng ‘with the newly hired.INS

- ‘and’ a=51st1ng in.their wtralnlng '

& be” a551st1ng INS*field sites:i monltorlng thelr
-;"NQP v by conductlng unannounced site reviews. .

S9NS' has plans to_use CENCOR: to a551st with-its- other -+
Z ., -adjustment™ of status). -5




~Considerable éffdrt"has_been de
where citizenship was awarded t
that precious benefit.

number of potential revocations
courts., To ensure that similar

ongoing program, numerous new pa
been developed and implemented i
these added contr]
program's productivity has suffe

Unfortunately,

accumulated.

As reported in-the results-of th

d

The acty
naturalizations is not clear, an

'oted to identifying instances
individuals who did not deserve
al extent of improper

d may never be known, and the

is now largely dependent on the
mistakes are not made inthe
licies and procegural &Hq
n the naturaliza
ols have,

' &
e Trap

the KPMG NQP Audits,

the Quality Assuf

e
tiongPeriod &
e Arogram,

¢

- CENCOR quality.assurance checks, | the are encouragifg. The
~ Transition Pexiod Review shows i proven the time the i
_original NQP was implemented (Decembe when the
reverifisation requirement was added ° The KPMG
" Audits in the Fall of 1997 and Shmmg following the
implementation of NQP III, showegy Ovements over

the first review conducted in
Quality Assurance Program rep
assurance checks also show |
errors. have been reduced.

Concerns remain becaus
still being
exists tha

Sto ineljy
xeveri

gced and,

R

‘of .the mistake

X

HULREN th
been made, bu

o1s has beenl minimized.

N : .
.3 that continu
~in a manuald paper-intensive

2-.attention and resour
e naturalization pro
t ‘work™ is still unde
continue to apprise the Committee

“The INS

axk

a7 ., and the possibility
fould still occur. However,
Agouraging, and the mistakes
mean that citizenship is being
gible applicants. For example,
fication, considered a critical
lon made in that case was wrong,
sing of that case were not re-
ted, processing mistakes have
as a result, the potential for.

a

£ to be found are human errors
brocess.. The best hope. for
prehensive re-design of the

d by C&L/PwC, supported by

The Department continues to
es required to redesign and
tess. Considerable progress has
rway. The Department will

of progress in these efforts.

r~
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