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STATEMENT 07/31/00

Response to Citizenship USA Report

Tho 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; implementing 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 (KI’MG) and INS have validated the success of these efforts.

Having successfully ensured the in tegrity 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 Citizenship USA. With bipartisan 
congressional support, INS achieved the first-year goal of the initiative and is on track 
to complete the backlog reduction and decrease processing times to the historically- 
ba.sed 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 system, 
as the Inspector General's report points out, there is some unfinished business that the 
agency needs 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 —

Prqnired the Office of Public Affairs (202) 514-2648 Internet: wivw.ins.usdoj.gov
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INSPECTOR GBNEIWI. FUTOS INS’ EMPHASIS ON PROCESSING CASES
DURING CUSA Compromised Integrity or Naturalization Adjudications^

My 31,2000 (Washington, D.C.) - The Office of the Inspects Qen^ (OIG) today 
released its comprehensive review of the Immigtation and Naturalization Semce s (WS)

USA initiative and found that INS compromised the integnty of the natealizatton
process during its 1996 effort to reduce the backlog of citizenship applications.

“MS failed to address known system weaknesses before implementing a prograin that drey 
knew would tax that system as it never had bean taxed before," sard Robert L Ashbau^. Acting 
Inspector General. “Given the unrepaired deficiencies, MS’ drive to proaess this massive 
mimbcr 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 DIG did not find that CUSA was 
to further ina™ropriate political ends. The report found that involvement by the White Hoime 
^^e Natior^ Performance Review (NPR) in CUSA “did not residt m MS bwenng standards 

or ,-h.npng its procedures in order to get more applicants naturahzed m tune for the 1996
the hope they would vote for the Damccratic Party, as alleged. At the sme time, we 

also found that the efforts of NPR’s reinvetitors did not improve die program or enhance the 

quality of adjudications.”
The OIG-S findings result fiom more than 1.800 interviews and review of more than

80,000 pages of documents in the largest investigation in the office's histoiy.

Background
MS projected that without a serious backlog reduction effort, by the summer of 1996 an 

eligible applicant would have to wait three years ffom the date of application to be 
a U S citizen On August 31,1995. INS Commissioner Dons M- Meissner announced CUSA, 
an biitiative to reduce the bacldog of pending naturidization applieattoD^ ^
eligible applicant would be naturaUzed withm six months of application. The effort 
the workload in tlte five districts that then had the largest application bacldogs. Los Ange es. 
New York, San Francisco. Miami, and Chicago. To reach the CUSA goal, mS dxamatica ly 
increased its naturalization worlcforce in these cities, opened new offices ^ °
naturalization adjudication, and engaged new processing strategies m an effort to streamline

the naturalization process.
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.He of. .,6, '•.0—the

media reports began to question ^ ^USA for “rciiiveotioir’ and tlris link
direction of the Office Office during an election year
bewoon ms- tlnalize more than oae million applicants daring
fits y“l?9“ “St toTwell voilng rolls wift new drinms who were arrlrapated Ic

vote for Democratic candidates.
Of parricalar eoneer^po^

t;SnTof saggesred dra, INS Had sacrifieed naWizanen
^oSbg integrity in *e name of processing applicants more qarcldy.

Findings ^ .■n.e OIG’s 684-page report sabstautiated many of the allegations made by Members of 
Cen^e^to to CUsI iU^ reduced to integrity of to nanual.zat,on mtervrew.

Tema" de^ro of eligibility for elttonsbip," Acting Inspector General Ashbaagh 

Among tlie report’s findings:
. Hundreds of newly hired adjudicators were superficially trained and anpreptod for

to rnost routine citizenship .djudicatioas. In many instances, WS
anyOung but me rnos ^ ^ ^ environments without adequate supervision.
We fomd the most egregious example of to inappropriate 
in the Garden City, New York, CUSA office, where apprommalely 10“ “w. 
temporary adjudicators Were assigned to work under to guidance of only 6 

experienced employees.
. CUSA’s ambitious production goals produced pressure in the Field that had an 

S!rt iZaron to quality of uaturalization adjudieations We found tot many 

adjudicators were led to believe that it was quantity, not quality, tot roattete .
. Adiudicators’ inquWes were limited by to ftequent unavailability of the

of iato^tionVcessingi applicant criminal history checks and permanent files,

, INS had been repeatedly warned about to many syst^c weaknesses in its

rrjrfr:r£:rr".,“SSS'^.issis=xv"^s:5.'=l2f‘- -inadequately explained to the Field. Instead of impros mg^S fege^rint
proceiing, it served to weaken procedures that were already deficient.

said.
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. INS reaeatedly gave Congress inaccurate assurances about the extent of the processing 
errors made during CUS A. While the OIG did not find any deliberate mtention by any 
INS official to mislead Congress, we found that the inaccuracies were often &e 
product of insufficient care in gathering the requested information and the INS desiffi 
to project the agency’s work in a most favorable light.

The OIG noted that it is impossible to precisely quantity tlie number of CUSA 
adjudication, ta were affeoted by the problem, detailed in its report. “We cannot establish how 
many applicant, who were approved foj naturaliaation would have been found melisrble had 

appropriate procedures been followed,” the report said.
The work of the Naturalization Data Entry Center (NDEC) is an example of INS’ 

inadequate pla,nni.ng during CUSA. In attempting to determine how large its namralization 
backlog wal INS discovered that it had approximately 220,000 applications in Loa Angeles and 
50 OQQ applications in Miami that had. not been counted because they had not even been entered 
into INS* record-keeping system, At NDEC. INS 'beEan a crash effort over 6 weeks to data-enter 
all these records into INS computer systems. However, these computer enmes^so triggered 
requests to retrieve the A-file ftom the district that had it. Consequently, the ^EC operation 
rented 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.

Ill addition, the system's automated features "ordered” A-files related to all of^e 
processed Miami applications be sent to Los Angeles, because the computer treaied the office 
doing the data entry as the office that will adjudicate ihe application (even though the files would 
be needed in Miami where the applicants resided). As a result, Miami sent the apphemts A- 
Elcs to Los Angeles just as NDEC in Los Angeles was shipping the applications it had just 
processed to Miami. Further, in some cases Miami processed the applications based on 
temporary files and then sent the temporary files to Los Angeles to be added to the permanent A- 
files, just as die pennanent 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. Fmally. it 
implemented .standardized checklists and other processing forms that allow it to momtor whether 
cases are adjudicated in a manner consistent witli 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 st^dards. including the stodards for 
Lglish testing and the evaluation of good moral character. INS recogmzed before CUSA that 
such standards were missing and that their absence diminished the quality of naturalization 
processing during CUSA. Despite efforts to “reengineer” naturalization, those same standards

are still lacking.
“INS has made little progress toward ensuring that adjudicators, once they have the 

requisite tools—like 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.” .'Die OIG report ends by offering 25 recommendations that focus primaiily on 
steps ENS needs to talce to improve the quality ot 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 

"http://wwvv.usdoj.gov/oig” under the heading entitled "Special Reports;" the full report
will be posted as soon thereafter as possible.

TOTPL P.05



TIME OF TRANSMISSION: TIME OF RECEIPT:

WHITE HOUSE 

SITUATION ROOM

PRECEDENCE
IMMEDIATE

CUSSIFICATION: RELEASER:

DATEH-IME:

MESSAGE#:

'FROM; ^(tJapILc PH: ROOM: [Fl|U\A

SUBJECT: 9)?e, VAx,^\} _ PAGES:

PLEASE DELIVER TO; Mou^\V EcUwesW-

LOCATION DELIVER TO ROOM PHONE

*

SPECIAL DELIVERY INSTRUCTIONS/REMARKS:

2e’. USA ^ ^



®003

lx-
vCREPORT to congress

ON
STATUS OF EFFORTS TO CORRECT PROBLEMS

IN THE
NATURALIZATION PROCESS

introduction

approximately !.3 million application|®o^,^kzenshSwMn 
Tl September 1996.' o||^li!|t4^pumber, appfSmately

oases were kpproved for nat'tLf^I^^z^tion. That number^ 
reflected a sharp increase over the prl;6'r:tfei,ea?s-. HoLSp? L 

receipts and approvals grew during thF CUsS^^Ik! it came to 
Congress attention that some. indiyi^«,als, appSentl?

t' cirizensmp, v^i«i|£act appSdS^g'd by the

extent of the problem and th^stepa.%aWhvfcr^korrect it The

Sc?S^rin°LfF? congressional mandate

correctM**he se».»l«anistalc-^^9f.-this [i.e., the CUSAl program,
revocation of citizenship of 

^riminal records who were granted
Committee on the status of

33***

inclu 
persons 
citizensh 
those effo

id^
jSqua:

St.ion

Since Fall 
. (DOJ) 

im has been

M

the approach taken by the Department of 
^ iing problems in the naturalization 

■ ,^bed at the past, the present, and the 
..•^o^^dertook steps to review previous decisions^•. , podi;;ahd 

termine th
io.ii.Li.., \acvc:,
' .-'•. n.” ■ ;t: .

^•®^^5f^9r^-'^-,^°^stermine whether past naturalization 
Adjudicated correctly, INS conducted several reviews 

-- d case files, . First, INS conducted four separate
persons who were naturalized between 

September 30, 1996, the period of concern to 
Q reviews' (the original Criminal History Case Reviewand the Supplemental Case Review) sought to identify^cases where
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citizenship was granted despite potentially disoualifvinn 
criminal histories. A third review (the original ^ ^
Deportation/Exclusion Case Review) souaht- ^

s:pssscsyi:i|::i?:that^n^r?n/^°^nT"'^ existed in the naturalization program durinq 
hat period. DOJ engaged KPMG Peat Marwick LLP (KPMG) ^‘ ------: . —xxiTi’Jo reau ivjarwiCK LLP

oversee, validate, and independently report on t
ews.

'rored the 
e Reviews.,,, 

months

Second, INS conducted two additional reviews thJ 
original Criminal History and Deportatioft/'Bxcl#^

so-called "transition period" rl|lkews wi¥e des 
ensure that any additional improper n^^|^l^*ation ^e 
made..while . INS.-jwas.-implementing its- N^^M[.2.atiori

identified and These case'reviewscpuiQ ne identified and corli^gi. These case review were conducted in a similar manner as .tm^^ding onls eZelt 
that-INS- Office of - internal Audit

To ensure that continuing naturat^^Sl».case iSSssino 
produced appropriate resets. rfSe of
new procedures, including new safequardJ ®
called the Naturalization !^lity#ocJ#^'(NOP) "xSfhas
conducted three. tcun5sT^dLaili:JsslPThe”im;iem:ntat?on of 

, and a rc^d is %^eduled to occur' thisthese“cohtrols, .....u. or 
Spring. In addition, iN^lias 
capability, using both®lIS e
continue

c

monit

building an internal
contractor personnel, to 

« .......w.T_e naturalization process.
Looki ^ 
Coopers 

^ redesign 
aspects 
applican 
ceremo: 
exte 
red 
n1 a*

- _-/o-year contract in March 1997 to 
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), to 
ation process after examining "all 
process, from initial contact by an 

udication_and the swearing-in 
of the case record". Following an 

effort, C&L proposed a complete 
along with a detailed implementation 
“'^-process a reality. PwC is now 

in this contract as efforts to 
continue.

ivides a summary of the various case review results 
the efforts INS has undertaken to revoke 

where appropriate. It also provides a status report on &e_KPMG, audits of INS- implementation of its NaturaliLtio^
to enhance its internal 

monitoring, the quality of the naturalization
piOCSSS•
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CITIZENSHIP USA (CUSA) CASE REVIEWS

" determining whether past naturalization case 
decision were correct was to identify the universe of individuals 

^sturalized between August 31, 1995 and September 3 0 
1996. InNovember 1996,INS identified 1,049,867 such individuals 
by scanning its Central Index System and Naturalization,Jtutomated 
casework System systems for naturalization record^ wi?«ath 
dates on or between those dates. ^ wip^, oath

CRIMINAL HISTORY CASE REVIEW (FELONY/C

INS and the FBI then ma^tched the INS 
natural!zed .-individuals^ with FBI -crim 
records, which showed the---- L.11C results, of
enabled INS tb determine that over 76 
FBI records,' which were reproduced fo 
subsec^ent review and sort .of the ra " 
individuals whose records “indicate 
offenses, felonies or crimes inv

r ---------------------------------- — w— J.J,that would statutorily:.ba'r natj

The group of 17,257 individ 
Criminal History Case Revie 
adjudidators to review thlil'^ 
whether the applicants eli
statutorily defined goJlt-mora

ch e cis^j^lli'i ng- 
This.pr'ocess 

: persons had
h?Ct.- A ------
^i-fied 17,251 

,.*.Hi^rrested for 
ip^Eude (CIMT) ,

quality control and^aU'dati

s wa
INgTasse

ase
ble t 
.araq;

of the original 
team of i independently determine 

le naturalized based on 
criteria. KPMG provided

A tota. 
not b

the entire review process.

[iles i^view) .
reviewed (399 case files could 

The review found:

^^■i) were Proper -- the adjudicators 
rily defined good moral character

^cent) were Presumptively Ineligible -- the 
! ii?'that the statutorily defined good moral

not met; and
percent): Further Action the

|djudic^^^^s found that they could not validate that the
Lly defined.good moral character criteria were met 
the information'^contained in the case files (a^ V. • ------------J.n (,ue case riles (a_ ^“Showing an arrest, for. a disqualifying offense might 

not reflect a conviction or acquittal).
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DEPORTATION/EXCLUSION CASE REVIEW

nlL°ra!L^ir:Lu
deportation proceedings or a pending — --^ 
exclusion. The period of-naturalizatj 
31, 1995, to September 13 0, 1996, the s 
Review.-- KPMG/compa fed the INS da t ab a sk 
naturalized (jl, 049,8 67) i during the subi'i 
Executive Office .for Immigration Revie 
containing records of deportation or"''
°f individuals :(_254. deportatioi 
listed on both, and these indivie 
DeportationyExclusion Case Revi:

■^ciuli

th®

fepoft 
reviei

.._. _ Crimiil
idividuals '

)d with an 
[atabase - 
itions. A total 
ppn).‘,were' 
"i^ect of the

A total of 600 of the 716 ca^ 
Deportation Officers with 
history preview.- -INS - coulj 
not reviewed because thj £i'les 
that the affected indi;i|| luals 
deportation, or exclu.si^ proc

The re 
natur 
cases 
deportat 
improper 
revocati

ound

a team of INS 
criminal

,v- s::«: -- ---- 83'others were-
^°und to contain no evidence 

eve^pSeen subject- to
ir had been naturalized.

evidence of'an improper 
23 cases involved deportation,and.is 
^he remaining 562 cases reviewed (135 

showed no evidence indicating an 
cases were referred to the INS ossflne revocation. ■

Ife^'WWtTSS^SEiS . HistC3ry _ Case. Review, was completed in
-^?-'-^.^.y^.^^-.t^^^-,^,^ceived a late: arriving box-

)ximately'SOO rap-sheets produced by the FBI ~
. ('^hese. are referred to below as

^ addition, in the Fall of 1997, - INS and
had' recoverPd ™ that theyj unflied rap sheets-in several INS field officesthat appeared to relate to the time period covered by the
criminal History Case Review. JMD sSbsequentlJ obtained copies
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f. ^ev^eSef the^aloS'^; °-«=i9ht, INS attorneys
Sr=h«f°’^ thL.woSw ifturaflL^JSS^" r?otafS? 19.
during the period cS^ered'^by^the''?ri^Inal^HlstCry"?asr^^-'^ 

rifraf Part'of the^oSgiLfL'^i^V -
192 rap sheets consisted of ,171 Recovered rap 
transit rap sheets. ^

Case files for the 192 affected indivi 
requested. A total of 167 files were 
INS adjudicators, again with KPMG ove 
original Criminal Histqry Case Review 
reviewed, 127 were.detetmined to.be .ei 
Ineligible {11 or Reguiire Further Acti 
determined tc?-,be Proper'. Five of the d 
"mismatches, "‘where the individuals 
did not match the individuals noted 
remaining case was-determined to 
because the, rap sheet charge wa 
rather than a felony or CIMT.^f||!me 
cases were referred to the liir^revolaHirf

While the efforts taken 
that appropriate actions 
identified, the discov^ 
questions as to how m-“
Informatj^in regardj

ently

|r e sump ti veil
and 34 were. 
ing cases were 

sheet“
the- c4^^^H^|es . The one 
sSide tn^i^^iew population 

i0^ini^^ative violation 
^problematic 

pip’’for consideration.
^^P1 em^'Ct 1 Case - Review ensured 

takenion the cases that were
^iousj^unknown cases raised 

'‘^^y have been missed, 
outlined below.
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’previously known as part of the 
approved during the CUSA- period 

199h>,5fi]K||^S|'tember 30, 1996) . The remaining 103 
ino^U^^if' in that total.

consist of all 21 In-transit cases and 68 
ted cases. The 103 previously unknown 
e remaining Recovered cases.

O'-"'" ' ■

had naturalization''dates falling in

1 .cases were not included the universe of
during the CUSA period. The 

is that information on
- a IKS' . databases afteb.:the original

universe was determined in November 1996, although INS field
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Therefore, in October 1998 ^INS^SL^n^m thought,
determine what itfd^^as^s reffected^fthP 

naturalized durina thr^ mrca 9.Wersons

univ

naturalized during the CUSA period. A total of 
were found. This number reflects a net increas^ 
the original number of 1,049,8 67. it ialf&snet^' 
comparison of the two universes shows t®T'71 4 found while 12,221 cases in the origi ^ 
included in the second universe. Con 
previously unknown cases, it can be c 
universe,.determination pad ,an error r 
percent, based on what jLs currently kn

At this ipoint, no actioh is beinq ta
rasps TUTo j _ ___ ■ , .

records 
>,192 over

--------auuxuii US oeing ccases, although-INS is weighing the 
of submitting them to a case rev' 
described above. . Based on the 
Criminal History Case Review, 
to have criminal histories, Ji’^OOG 
for felonies or CIMT, fewetJEhan 

.administrative revocation^<v^nsid' 
those might be considere’lTapproi 
revocation, an authorit^i^hic 
challenge.

^lie
that th_ ^ 

approximate

, the 71,413
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■igibility,., residency, . good moral character



— - .•

r ■- . P^^yio;^sly_^knpwn\t:o be naturalized%om'August
■ ' ; ■ -:K,

* processed the applications
(Chicago, Los Angeles, Miami, New York, NewM; and San 
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resulting from the FBI/ins dat^atching

A total of 5,438 of the 6,013 cases we 
locate 412 files, 46 were .reviewed ea 
History Review and had been referred 
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In summary, tie finding^ of the review
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38,850'
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■f:
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INS, again-with the assistance of the FBI, determined that 
approximat?ly„16,700 of the 455,000 natur4lizerpersonS.lad FBI 
records, which were reproduced for this project, 
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rcated for E

djudicators 
^jf||character
IP

56 cases (two percent) weie PrJttii^fcelvsiineliaihlp - t-h^.adjudicators , found tha^he a^|r«|;^|wn3d®good m;r2 
character criteria we^^ presg||3tivf|^^t met; and-

'■j? ilf
:re Fugiher Action -- the 
' couy not validate that the 

|laracter criteria were met 
hed in the case files (a 
disqualifying offense might 

or acquittal).

727 cases (22 perc.i 
adjudicators foun 
statutorily deiin^p goo 
.ba^^on the ^i^Q"^atio _

ise c t t ion

'^s^^Pbively ineligible or require 
livol^d a failure to reveal an arrest. The 

atic cases were referred to the INS ■ 
fsideration. •.

potentially, problematic.: cases identified 
review--.(24 percent):, is better, than . 

g®id;;,the; original;review- (37: percent) y what' is 
. 600-of-the '783 potentially problematic cases
in October and.November 1996, before-most'of INS' ' 
Quality .P.rocedures _ were implemented. ' - On a'month- ■ 

the . transition-period, . the percentaqe of 
: cases that; were-, determined to-be proper'decisions

to??®®!®'*-: "i"'' notable- improvements beginning ' in 
December 1996 and ..another noticeable improvement in 'April 1997 - 
when INS instituted a case file re-verification requirement as*a

*t-

t:. ;-....
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TRANSITION PERIOD DEPORTATION/EXCLUSION CASE REV

----------—*w^v- j-xii-ij. V j.i_iuaxa wno maythey were subject to deportation proc 
of deportation or exclusion. INS'. OI 
of individuals naturalized (455,000)" 
with EOIR's database cdjitaining recor 
exclusion actions. A tptal of 375 indr 
both, and these individuals were the £ "

iings

on period 
ilNS also

-------- .i-iiiaiviauaxs were tne gu.bt>Period E(eportation/Exclusion Case Rex^Hw.

'a p-i 
the

"he subject 
iportation 

were listed 
the.Transition

A total of 222 of the 375 cases 
, Deportation- Officers with OIA 
files, and "58 dthers were not 
found to contain no evidence^^hat 
ever been subject to depor^^^tion g|F exc1|ipi|

The review found that l/liizofses 
naturalization. Of thg^ ei 
four cases involved^j.e:<liusion 
(109 deportation aia^i|fi exc 
an iniprr^^^natu "

"team of INS 
not locate 95 

^ _ files were 
individuals had 

proceedings.

INS r

REVOCATION

court /i the^
c^fchslii;j;!a

dingvl

1990

veale^evidence of. an improper 
deportation and 

210 cases reviewed 
^fShowed no evidence indicating 

cases were referred to thepssibre revocation.

^enship, sometimes'called denaturalization 
he Government - can move to. overturn a 'grant 

proven, improper . ; : Ih addition to
.is,,;.which are. cases; presented in .and decided' by 

;.ernment may revoke; an - improperly-granted 
istptively, on. the; strength., of the fecord

tals)T^ provided actioiiTis- taken; withiii a^ two-year 
iitations. Administratiye;;revocation-authority came 
in October 1996,: witHVpublication' of final

,at;8CFR-§340.1, pursuant^ tb the Immigration Act of

referred from a variety of sources to the INS General Counsel for possible revocation. This includes
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About seven, percent of the cases referred as a result 
reviews, were identified by the reviewers as "prS.sumotiMv

to evaluate a case was missing or when----■'- ■
have failed to reveal his or her crimi^ 
application for citizenship. "Furthe

case

collection and verification of. record 
.and .court- records,.,to; d^termine.-.the: f
INS attorneys^ ;special ^gents, examin^ 
on cases referred for revocation. ^

#'

applil,.:.
1 hist^di^on#'cases" ^ 

police
spositibn oi

support staff work
\

ADMINISTRATIVE REVOCATIONS

INSjtio?itizeri“%e;xL Of

By Jul 
possi 
Barbara 
District 
case of"Goj

gtoi

Nint
adminj

toti

^nsel ^U^viewed 4,269 cases for 
j^evocation. On that date, however. Judge 

|ited- States--Court for the Western 
^ preliminary inj.unction in- the ■

. ..^. injunctioh, sustained on appeal in 
j'ecli^es INS from "initiating or continuing" 

^ons Nationwide: As. a result,' INS had to
administrative revocation. ' Of the 4'269 

point,.,2,68 6 had been deemed 
naturalization;-'that is; thby were;deemed 

rt^^tpbinitiate revocation.proceedings. ■ ■
. - -■ '■ ■ " ■ ^ ■ ■- ■ -•'■ ■■■■'- 
^583.:-werev.deemed:not^ppropriater fdf revocation 

.follow-up review found.them to be properly ' '
, -ause.there^was insufficient legal basis to initiate

bf'initiaHnS°^H^r because'the potential litigation risks
of... initiating,a^inist^ative revocation outweighed the' potential 
benefit.-.served by: such'; action. ; This-occurred for a variety "of

becnse the findings of further investigations 
contradicted or mitigated the information in the' case fiL

smaininc
• ..-‘s



revc%a?rin‘p?o discretion not to initL^S^"

As of the date of the most recent court action 
no change in the.,.terms of the injunction ,had o' 
result, no action has been taken to purs,4l^adm 
revocations since July 1998.

JUDICIAL REVOCATIONS I

1Enjoined froim'ifiitiating or continuing 
revocations, INS redirected its resou^' 
filing qf appropriate denaturalizaticM^
To that end, a working group from tli.e5sJNS 0 
Counsel, the DOJ Civil Division' of
Litigation '(OIL) , andtheU.S. 
developj a plan for a compreh 
denaturalization or crimina 
that warranted such action

2, 1999, 
As a

. ■

Using agreed-upon crite 
the most, compelling ca^^f^ to 
mindful of the limi^t^^Veso 
courts, -^t least

hi^|ii?^^ikeii order ’’^^^^avai

Congre 
handle „den 
attorney 
six-, t
'res6u^es|wouldi 
wil l^lsSFcommi t"

ministrative 
ilitate the . 

deral court, 
the General 

tion|s^.,began to 
judicial 

t^izenship cases

jroup is now identifying 
.rd for litigation, 
of the Government and the' 

rnment will present cases 
successful prosecution, in 

most effectively.

wo;

ifv.;:.

ided'^^J^^^h the resources for 2 0 attorneys to 
tion^^p^S plans to designate 15. of those 
:Ass^£ant. United States,Attorneys, after a 

^ition period during which all INS
..to preparing referral packets. INS

of experienced - investigators, to
^these cases, in the.District. Offices and U.S.

time>. ;INS Jwill-.maintain its 
cation. Unit.f. of. five': attorneys7'. five'; to -seven 

wo examiner^^andc;suppbrt''staff.'-■ -
^^le.^resources, the working^ group estimates that INS 

GOO.^cases. in. the first year,' and' that
course.; of tw6 years.' Thisapproach .will, enable- the. Government: to present its strongest • 

cases.without imposing an unmanageable burden on the US 
Attomeys'and the Federal courts.-.'At the same time, it will '



NATURALIZATION QUALITY PROCEDURES fWQPl AUDITS

In addition to overseeing the case review procesi 
also tasked KPMG to assess the implementaifeion of’ 
naturalization process internal control 
On November 29, 1996, INS instituted i '
Quality Procedures (NQP) covering sev 
.including; 1) standardization of work 
check integrity; 3) enhanced supervis 
regarding temporary fil^ use; 5f imple: 
quality assurance program; 6) guidance 
proceedings; and 7) requirements for -■ 
outside English and Civics test site

INS'
^ '^'hew Na 
'key .e;
:ocesJ^2) i

Tew; 4) in 
:dh of a

. revocation 
^nitoring of

ardized

.SPRING 1997 REVIEW

In February and March 1997, assess 
procedures were implementedT^orrej^l^ly, '■'these new 

^conducted an NQP..implementation-review-at^m fbi|^INS S^vice Centers, eight CUSA
3t OffitCes, w;^pch together accounted forsites and 12 other Dis 

approximately 85% of t 
1997 report stated 
were imp^j^entina 
requir 
findi *_
-INS" and
The KPMG'!^ 
and. sigr 
appli<

"natu^gizat^W workload. KPMG's April 
^whil^tt|^y^^rity of. the field sites

implementation of the 
^very_'Silbhsistent. The most critical 

glity of fingerprint cards- received by 
for criminal background checks.

buhd^ that^ , 
fa^resulH,

.... NQP increased, internal control
risk of incorrectlf-naturalizing an 

also stated that the criminal .history 
NQPremained ineffective. KPMG

.]^#i|^^of .stahddrdizedltraining, and an ■ 
f?^f°^,o.|^;,t^ejNQP requirements^ '.

- ... t 
: ■> on

findings,>■ KPMG could not provide assurance that 
; incorrectly, haturalizeraiiens with 

^9- cqnditions:;':li: Of ft he 24 sites.;, visited. KPMG found
fuli'-^ompliance. with thejnew^ pr'oce^res^^although^seven'^other^ 

sites were be found to'be in marginal compliance

.’ v.-''. . ■



process to distribute the revised procedures and train all 
relevant employees on their content.

SUMMER 1997 PRELIMINARY REVIEW

September 1997 report, kPMG indicated !j:QP III had*. , - ----------- , J-llUXL-dUeU -53disseminated in a consistent manner ariSl^M^tely trained across 
- ??-tes visited (four Service Cenieri^^nine CUSA sites) .

FALL 1997 AUDIT '

The preliminary review was fQ^^6wed.Jl
assess implementation of NQgpii iE^4'W^Wld sites includina 
fpur service Centers, nlne^SA sires a.jijV;irDiscricr6fSces

‘iiro^rous audit to

October and November 1997|Tf?' In 
naturalization processijlla'cti 
of applicants that do 
requirement and tho 
availab^j^and accua 
cr 111 c^^»t r o 1

supefv: 
cases. 
for site c 
applied

KPMG focused on thosePs audip,:ies t|^t preclude naturalization 

moral character 
’"■|t all information is 
jrant of citizenship. These

.. ^'erprint check results,
;ansfer requests, and requirements for 
^^"•in cases and reverification of all 

^se -items was the main determinant 
riterion of zero tolerance was 

audit results.
In i 
(Om 
co:
P
I

I
P 
in

December lort, KPMG found four District Offices
Dallas, TX) to be non-

. KPMG reported that "stricter controls"are in 
rol and documentation of case files; in-process 
,implemented to_ preclude - the naturalization of 

disqualifying Conditions; and a quality review 
■instituted that focuses on in-process reviews 

sharing of quality improvement 
" KPMG concluded that INS had "made significant 

improvements in the internal controls of the naturalization
an°applicSt^"^^^^^ reduced the risk of incorrectly naturalizing

mmm on.
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Ill■'wWpsJ Centers, five CUSA sites, and eight District Offices.
reviews concentrated on INS' larger offices, this audit included several smaller’ sites in order to' help ensure

that implementation of the NQP was being accomplished adl'oss the 
board in all INS offices. a u tue

In Its September 1998 report, KPMG again^found 
Offices (El Paso, TX; Houston, TX; Atla 
to be non-compliant. While not part o 
areas, KPMG noted improvement across 
processing and.=-file maintenance in co 
audit. KPMG also indicated that this 
continued. to“mak'e improvements 'in' its . 
"continued toirreduce the likelihood of 
disqualifying-conditions."

\
On June 5, 1998, INS released the 
Naturalization Quality Pr6cedureg| 
procedures were effective at-Se 
for all N-400 applications f; 
local offices on November 1, 
interviewed on or after the 
that have been made possj||&-^ .by 
automatic file transfer^^qliesl 
advances in fingerprin^^xocec 
Application Support .Ce 
applicatj^s; and
system

4

SPRING 19!

Plans a: ^ 
jwill ij^^^onduct? 
next^Sdit' is ^li- 
wbi^Talso inco: 
iTr^^mentatioh? b:

istrict 
roit

howed

aliens with

__^^:;evised;rs--onpetober 1, 1998,
iX t4at date, and at

initially_ reflects improvements 
^^jj'rfientation-of the ' 

th^Central Index System; the 
‘■■'“.uding the opening of the 

for all N-400 
'opment of the CLAIMS 4

_eingfrdeveloped for another KPMG audit that 
^^pring. 'While still under, discussion, the 

S', be-similar to the past two audits,' and it
;■ changes brought about by- the 
IV.. . ■

•- 'r,, - •

rERNAL-,^iALITY ASSURANCE EFFORTS

on-going, quality assurance program , as'’^RPg!»'^f :.'the; November 1996 NQP, . and with the continued: 
improvements made.;.to .that program, ,INS has, increased its- 
institutional'capability to monitor and improve .the performance 
of the naturalization program. . The engagement of a quality 
assurance contractor has enhanced that internal:capability.
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r , : pmCBr pFtlNTKI^-ATOIT rQDALIT '
■ A; feature, .ofy the;Naturalization

.JlSSURANCE:i^viEW;i.R6Gkj^

the establishment‘of an internal program 
for the routine conduof: nf mla^^'■^r ..—j___ i,v_routine conduct of quail':y assurance reviews. The
program requires each office thk'adjudicates naturaiiz^tion 
applications to randomly review naturalization files on^^b-monthly
basis to ensure that procedures jare being follow 
reviewers follow standardized cMecklists, which
of results and are retained in She A-file&, 
to the regions for analysis and] jwhere ^ 
action. Between 5,500 and 6,00C leases 
Until November 1998, when INS b^^an t 
positions- of- GS-12 Management; Analyst 
adjudications' of ficer ’at each s'*"” 
effort.' ‘‘The:lNS/;officetof ' Inte
responsibility^for the program, peceiv
reports, from the three INS regidris.

\
since August 1997, when monthly 
reported that 30.7 percent of 
processing error, INS offices 
improvement, with the overai; 
errors, critical and non-crd^gaci October 1998. In the three®ril 
the-findings have also bgfe^^ence

a record 
submitted

ity: ^
.ated to '

dll ch- has' - ove^H' 1 
nalyzes roll-up

Igpviews
,examihl|ptd at least one 
It-rated^ubstantial. • 

^ncj,fdinq all types of 
.9 percent in 

Reviewed each month.

resultfto obtaining the 
3.3 percent in August 
error rate for docu 
dropped jPEom 2.0

faginglf The error rate related

and th 
has d 
note thl 
not heces 
naturalize tie an

t|I fingerprint check dropped from 
'■ pergpht in October 1998; the 

,tM|npts to locate an A-file has 
nt during the same period; 

tt^rest disposition information 
1.4 percent. It is important to 
may occur, in, a case, -that- does 
iicant is ineligible for-

While' 
Assui Prbgpifl :ts-are a ikseful element of------------------- - the Quality

roll--up; rgports -prepared by the-various

y^'areas^^^This
the; sharing of; best pricticesV

-------------^surance-Program- is[being-strengthened with-the 
. MMagem^€^-Ah‘alysts. whose principal

- ®?^-C^u.siyely;• On the^qdality . of-nationality, .
^^^'?;;?*:5.®5S--LI?,?:.i3enefits, processing' work'.; These : 

analvsts ar^ hf^Tnrr ♦’^’-'il’ighout INS field offices' and at
|:nar Audit is responsible. for

:^.6lp isolate: areas where improvement is 
ft^v! appears management ••controls 

permits/specific troubleshooting at the

anali^ts;. are, being^di^^hed 'thi, 
Headquarters . ./-The Office, of Inti 
developing the program'that will

1

insure standardization through



IMMIGRATION SERVICES DIVISION QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM

Following the critical findings 
report,' the Executive Office of 
part of the'Irhmigfation Service^
June 1997, in addition to enhancing th 
also engaged CENCOR, a quality ^ssura

ons i:number of quality control funct] 
--locations." ^

CENCOR's,responsibilities includ 
compliance with- INS policies and 
assurance processes, and control” 
training'vin selected naturalizat 
compliance with _INS Quality. Assu 
assisting ii^ the elimination of 

■input to the automated systems 
process, offering suggestion ' 
and providing comprehensive 
office, region and headqua '

Currently, CENCOR has 
including four at INS 
Offices, two in eac 
specif icj^lstrict 
satell,4|^ttfice

contained in the 
Naturalization'
Divisiojif;^ was 

th
contri

KPMG 
(now 

ashed. In

lumero

e revi 
proce 

[point 
ion p
r aruaessiP r o g r a 

red in

CENCOR 
INS fi. 
rates 
critica 
rando' 
sign

office's 
istallihg quality 

remedial- - - 
f^iewing specific 
'Irements,...
:ion awaiting 

ruralization' 
lenever possible; 
the INS local

:•nibers^^rking with INS,
in each of three Regional 
ters, and 12 assigned to 

ict Offices, sub-offices and 
part-time basis. .

_ assurance reviews indicate that 
ed,land-are maintaining, accuracy 

iT ties percentile;' with'few 
er repiprts-that most, mistakes are 

^.iting frjpm a "manual process, and that no
ityto particular trouble spots,

,Prj

■ b

Assurah 
^wiilfalg^h 

'nqp. 
fs; has' 

framh. (e

■ feamihg with the-Jnewly hired. INS
in__their; training. -■ 

field sitesi in5 monitoring [ their. 
IV by'conducting- unannounced' site reviews 
plans to .use CENCOR- to assist-with- its other 
q., adjustment'of status).



CONCLUSION

Considerable effort has been de^

^ w W ^ ' U ^ ^ unumber of potential revocations 
courts. To ensure that similar 
ongoing program, numerous new poxxo-^t^s ana procec

implemented in the naturalizal 
^^ded controls have .jfeome wl“ 

program's productivity has suffered and.#ii^ 
accumulated.

nSe? orno?enttfi”?L"i!ff' and the
IS now largely dependent on the 
mistakes are not made i^%the 
licies and procedyral ^#ecks have 
n the natur31 -i t:

red and^lplte b^
iirocess. 

cost, as the 
ave

As reported in-the results of the ira 
the KPMG NQP Audits, th^ Quality^Assu 
CENCOR c^ality^-assurance checks, the c 
Transition Period Review shows improve 
original NQP was implemented (Depembe

2 TraAtionJ^riod
l^fogram,
^jare encoura^frg. 
*iit the time the

.^xxyxiiax lAiyr was implemented (DecembeplOSiaSded^prH ^
icant'^:^^ovements over

1 QQ-fei'" 'T>U« TXTn

when the
. Audits'irts;"Fan'‘orrr97 kpmg .implementation of NQP III, showeMfc&f t 

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

?. I (Lt cr:

Concerns remain because 
still being made in 
exists that imprope

|of 19 Sir The INS 

■'-'■v^^ol processing

as repor 
that a 
inapp
f a i 1 u r e''^^S^p:^u c t 
control, meal
but only t 
checked, 
been s^pTfica 
iir^jrc^r naturall

?cessari^ 
ine.

xl,__f controls, mistakes are
possibility„^..^ould still occur. However 

^..Jburaging, and the mistakes 
[■, lean that citizenship is being 

applicants. For example, a 
^everification, considered a critical 
" jfcision made in that case was wrong,
-that case were not re- 

_ liminalted, processing mistakes have 
and, as a result, the potential for ■ 

‘•’’'■•a■ has been minimized.

of -the tnist^pe^ that continu
in a^manuaWpapef-intensive 
ir _ imprpyepnt lies in a com^ 
ilizatiq^^rocess as proposeji 

Lance on automation, 
attention and resour 

— the naturalization pro 
been made, but work'is still unde 
continue to apprise the Committee

e to be found are human errors 
.Process. The best hope for 
iprehensive re-design of the 

by C&L/PwC, supported by 
The Department continues to ' 

:es required to redesign and 
:ess. Considerable progress has 

Tway. The Department will 
of progress in these efforts.


