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Backlog, Management Woes Fuel 

GQP Drive To Dismantle Agency 


f3ut hnmigration and Naturalization Service plan to stteamline 

and resttucfllIe maycounterRepublican plans 


I
, 

n recent yean,;, the Im· 
migration an d Naturol· 
iuition Service (lNS) 

has b#en about as unpopu­
lar on Capitol Hill as any 
federal agency, Its must de.. 
tennined detractors want 
to tilflr it a.part and start. 
over. Itn defcndera - or 
what p3Ss<::5 for such - <.:lin 

only nmstar the fnlntent 
praise: that it coald bt.: 
woIse, and will be tf critics 
get their handt; on it. 
, This Yi!JM, RepublictulS 
in Congress tire ln~cnt on 
rentrncturlng the agency. 
but firnt they must develop 
a. eoM~nsUSl amo'f\g tbCl1\­
wves on hOW to do it. flUID 
overcome objeeuoJ;1$ from 
the_Clinton ndm.iniattatlon. 

Rep. Harold Rogers, R­
Ky•• ellaultum of the Appf(>< 
prlatloI\S s-uhcommlttee 
that funds the IN~ which -is p::.ut of the 
Jwrtfea Department" has been 5Ol1citlng 
:rnpport for a propoal to ~th~ 
ag~ and hand its functions to other . 
parts orth1!: gnvunment.. Olhet RepubJi. 
CtUiS. ~ that Qn ~rluuU is l\eeded,1but they -want to move: cautiously, ' 

\ Such propooaJ.n am rooted:ln 'fears: of 
di5.satislitetton with: th'" ~5p~ 
It.mnee in-lm.ndling its dual tIli.s$iUDS of 
trying t'l) :keep QUt illegllllmmigmnW 
while wdcoming thOSt': who come here 
lawfully, Sir\«! Rex1uhlleoos took iXlntto~ 
()fColl~ in 1996, they1uwc. been the 
lol,l.de<d ('.rides ofIN'S. led try advocates 
ufstrit18ev.t: imtn{grnUQn control such as 
Rep_ Lamar Smith. R-TeJl'llS. But many 
Demncr~acl<nowtOOge thatoome of 
the oonwlaints are nOt un!ounded. 

Rogers' pbltt, whicl\ he hopt!s to in~ 
. dude in tbe fiscal 1999 appropriations 

bill fundiitg tho:: dep~(mbl of Com~ 
\ moree, Justice and State, would $pliti the INS uP and hand Its funetl.Ous QVer 

I 
3!rZ - l.'EnRUAlt,Y 1i. 1998 CQ, 

mend chunges to Amerie<m 
inUnlgration policy. lts rec­
ommendation wsplittlp INS 
W:ul its lA."t before dlsband· 
ing, (1990 .1bm.m.c.c, p.-483) 

The Clinton a~ru:inist:nl. 
don and INS offiCials 
adamntttJy oppose Ole SJ;11lr, 
arguing 111ut then! is an in· 
herent inU!r"l\!lAtionship b6­
tween: enCOt'CCfflimt and hn. 
migrant pn'}ceSSil"lg, and 
splitting them into ditYenmt 
00pnrtrnent;S would 00 a dis.­
a.!!t.er, An agent considering 
a \'i$a appliootion, fur exam­
ple, needs tQ know ina time­
ly m.anner if !ill applicant 
has entered. the ctll.J1\1.l}' f!1e.. 
g;ill.y, orbeen convicted ofa 
crime. A split would 01\1,-...,...­

ImmfgUlnbi won -outdde. Uw Immlgmtlol\ and Ntltuntf!uJUon.sarvioo compound the prQbleIru 
BulkHng tn!.os AngOI03. SClpt. ~ 1007. 'The iNS is flropq$ihg lNS h:lS,had in Qxmfu~ 
clmttget> of Its OWI'\ to QO!.U'\tar GOP ~tt1ng liP tho agen<;y. its work \'i-1t.b. other ~def 

to tlu'~ otller deparanents.. Its bordee 
etlforcetnm1t tunctlon.1l: would remain in 
t:he JU$tice Department but would 'Oe 
be~r integrated With other la;w en~ 
torcement a;cncles. VlSaS SlId 'l't:1tI.im!• 
ization Would be given to the Stare De­
partment. And policing of illegal. 
Inu:I!.Jgrants in w wotkpls.ce would b~ 
glven to the Labor Department-

Rogers recommends the split tur 
two reaM'ln& F'inst, he nld. the INS fUI3 
boteJlM so many missions that it is in 
n~ed uf radical restructw:inc. Se.:;ond. 
its probleJI'!!J stem from ihl:; fact that it 
h*U two dlstinct - and soruetimu con· 
Okting - rn.issiol\$. 

'''They ha-ve a wixed rnisslon.'" said 
Rogel'$. "At once they are cluttgcd with 
serving Inmrlgrant$ and at t.he same 
fune enforcing the laws: agaiOst those 
immigrants." 

'Rogers' proposal is based on Neom­
mWldaiionfl made last yoo.rby the bipa.rti­
san u.s. ~Ionl.mrolgratiot\~ 
fon:n, a panel Uua~ 'W'tI.S o:e/l.ted t.t\Mugh 
1990 l~giSla.tion (PI. 101-&\9) t::r re<::om­

withtn the Justice Depart< 
me.ru., tbcy argue. 

The INS is pushing 3- number of:mat\ 
agemcnt)'ef()IlIl.'l.as art (l!ternaUve.. Or 
Feb. 9. ageney o(flcials announced I 
plan to st.re:millne ;m.d improV'! ib tuItu 
rolizatiouprograms. By April, the INS 1: 
expected. to release a :rnarus,gemwt pW 
covering the ent:ire agency, 

Years. of Problems 
In crltidzing the )N'S' general open; 

t1.0JlS, 1awmak~r:s eite Ute agency's if: 
abilitY trJ reduo:.e the ranka ofillegallrr 
migr:mts. estima!.ed at itrOund vlnill101 
omd its gro"'lfug bacldog or le,gitimJ)t 
applications for vtsas 8...'1d tili7£l\Shlp. 

MArt: spedtk critiCiSm has ceutere 
ou;w INS effort to beef up natu.raliz; 
tions,lmown u Ci~ USA. durin 
which apPrQximately 1$0,000 pcopl 

'.were grunted ci1.i1Amsh.ip in lA1e 1995 an 
1996 without proper bacl<grourid check 
(1997.WooItljJRoport, p. 595) 

An outside audit by the accotlntir 
firm KPMG Peal: Marwir:jc. released Fe 
9, said 369 had Men -conVicted ofcrtrol 

http:ci1.i1Amsh.ip
http:estima!.ed
http:ef()IlIl.'l.as
http:wotkpls.ce
http:l't:1tI.im
http:tunctlon.1l
http:a.!!t.er
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I 
and should h~vj) their citizenship re­
voked. Another 5,964 had problems

j 
in 

thci.r applic.'l.tiane t.htlt could kad I;Q re-­
vocation of !:itizensrup. Most of these 
had been :ure-swd for crimes and lied 

. about it on their applica.tiol:lS. The ar~ 
;rests t.hefllli.Ctvcs would not be grounds 
for denying an iipplli:ation, but Iyb:\g on 
Ill) application on such a s~nw;.lnatter 
would r.omuliy disqUalifY the iJPP1icaut 
an the grounds that he or 9be 1acketl 
"£POd mcrrnl cltnrnd.eJ:~ lust what 1,.0 do 
with this gro:!p now tl:uU. they tw.v~ cid­
zenship is still tieing studied. 

Aftcr cxruni.t:Ung all qunJ.ifica:liol\l) roc 
citOO!llllhlp, the neeouming fum al!lo 
suggVSted tile ixumber of poople wbo 
were given dtize:nstUp in enm- might be 
even higher. A rundom sarripUl1g of 
5,438 of the mer-£: thaI:t 1 million natur,a!... 
Iwiens found proolems with 3.7 per­
ccnt.. If extrnlmtatOO to the entire pool, 
thnt would he 38,850. Most of those 
w<:re guilty tlf onls technical offenses. 
But more thOXl 11.000 could be coosid­
ered to have Called the "goad moral 
characl.er" tat. . 

RePllbllcnns'ru-gue tIW: th.ese prob:" 
lems were caused by-pressure from the 
White Hous~ to n~ as many citl~ 
zens B.$ PQS3wle before the 1996 elec­
tion, with the thinking that the maJority 
of thO$e yoting wnuJd select Dem~ 
Ie candIda.t¢s, The INS vigorously dls­
putes tlilit clmrgi; but freely concedes 

, the program was tnl:m:u:utaged, 
AnU:tug peop~ reliant on the INS for 

thclr ruture, the agencyeon\(!!l under at­
Utck for the OppOSite reason. 'tt~1crir.i­
cite it for notprOeess!ng cl~hlp <lP" 
p!i>:athmB f:.l.st enQugb for the 
overwhcl:mLng percenblg~ of tAe appli­
~Mts that:tr¢ law-abIding. The ~ 
h3cldag, said Robert. K. Bratt, cqcut1ve 
director of ~ operations j 1$ 
momth:rn 1.1 mlllion. TJv:l1ulkQCthe 
bacl<.log Is ~e lesult of llSUJ'ge In appli­
catiOIl3, hc. SJld. But. the effort to COl'­

nld. p<1St en:ors has eontributed 8!s wclL 
Asimilarbacklog oecuttedin the ear· 

114nd mld",199O:; for pen:rw;ent residt:nt. 
vis3s, when app1ic3tions skyro<:lret;ed ll$ 

arcsu::t of the 1936 Immignillon Reform 
and CQnuDl Act (PL 99.so:J), Inboth in· 
stances, ciLlzenshlp and visas. the INS 
did 1I0~ see the wa....e ofappl.icauts abrnrt. 
to hit then" 

Lack Q( candor has also ~ INS 
~ritl.t:s, In t9'J5,' INS manageU1 at the 

, Krome Detention Center south ofMia­
mt intiJutionu.Uy deceived 4 wngtes­

I Giomal ia(:t;.tinding mlssion. In order to 
~dUCe O\I\!ctcrowding at the cWter be. 

, tOll.: the:urival of tho! delegation. about• 
45 detainees W1);rc transt¢rTcd to other 
fAdllties :and 58 w¢re released into the 

CQ on (he Weh: \1WW.cq.CbID 

COIRmUnity, ncc~rd.ing to an inspector 
ge.neral's rcport. 

With a lis!. of plQbletn!l this long. in* 
,terest in reformlng the INS is wide­
spre.ad:Bul agreement. on buw to pro­
ceed is nowhere t.o be found. Rogers 
bas \'tad BOrne discussions with the Reo 
p1)bUC<m leadership and other members 
who hw.;ejW'isdletion over imttdgraUon 

policy, .md he hope!,! to write an INS\ 
spUt into his appropriatiQns btu thts 
;vest. But he is fu.r from ltavirIt the kind 
of st.':Pporthe would need. 

"There's nf) consenaus yet,· said 
R~, ~Btie we've-just begun.· 

Opposition to his pian is comingf 
ft'Om somo unlikcly SlllJ:;tl;;.eS, ~1y fel­
low INS erttics. SnUth, who chairs the 
Judiciary Commlttet!.'s htll'lltgratiOn 
Subcommittee. and ID one of the INS' 
most; pc.."Stster.t foes, is ur:ging a careful 

""""""'''''­
A Top-tc.-Bottom Rev'iow 

Smith is not. impressed by anything 
h~ considers li quick fix, Hn said the 
agency's proble1.'!\! need to be rooted 
out through ongoi3g oversight an{lll 
mnrutge:ment overhaul 

Aw attempt to restructure the INS, 
. i\e said, "neoo.!_!O go beyond just m<)V~ 

lng DOOFle aTlJUnd Qt. changing tt-tj (I@­
~ flowchart.· 
. Shnllarly, Spenc<lr Ab(l1h~m. R-I 
Mrc.."'., ch$imtan of the SenareJudk:iary\ 

\ 

[lI:J 003 

SQC!AL P{)lHH 

Immigration Subcommittee, is j:l1;UUllng I 
hearings but.expe<:t,s no trrunerno.te «c­
tion. Judd G~gg, &ORR, <:h;ti,nnan ofI 
tlle AWropriatioll$ nubcommittee that I 
fwlds the INS. agrees with Smiti, Uw /1, 

tlwtough assessmebt is needed hcfm-e I 
~ the agency, an aid;) said 

Advocates tor immigrants say the 
Won:ement <md natllraliUtl.ion brnnc.h. 
es of INS need t9 work together and 
that breaktng the agency np3,tt would 
undermine its overall mission. They al. 
so suopect an ulterior, dividc.tu\d-<:Qn. 
qucr motive on the part of tJl\'lBC who 
want to break it up, sn.yir.g that Olltl-Im­
mJgrantfOfCes in CongrC[ofJ Would be in 
8. better position :0 manipulate imlni­
gratiQt\ pOlicy if enfor~e'U(lnt were 
placed io one part of the government 
and natuza1izatlon in another, 

Plo-imruigru..nl groups also sn.y that 
thOse: who wnnt to break up the agency 
r.u-e simply ~ 10 r<Xluce i..nutUgtimon 
byneuterlng the agency that Q'"'C~es it. 

"It seems the INS serves.as a JH'OXY 
for immigration," said rlank Sh;my. ex. 
~ director.of the National htUtl.igra­
tion Forum, a pm·imm.igrntion group. 

The INS may be the only ageney t.h.1i 
1$ at once unpopular in Congress and 
growing by lea~.md hounds. Its bud· 
get has swened by 166 percent In fiVe 
YI:'U5 -llearly $4 billion ts pmpoiHHl 
for fucal 1999 - as Congress: has 
p1aced greater etnplu!sis on cotltll)Uing 
the:flow of illegal imm.igrn.nts into this 
country. In some cruJcs, Congress h3.$ 
given tM &.geney more agent$ tlum it 
has!1!Jlmd for and say/:< it can properly 
~ 'l'hat is one indic<ltion t.h;:U. while 
the INS is a target of crltidsm in Con-, 
gress, Us ~oroem;mt.m.i8:!lion is dearly 
a popular one On Capitol Hill: 

'I'M",geru::y. m<:anW)ille-. is proposing 
clw.nges on its o'Wll. including.a beered­
up ac:reenin,g proc.e$S to be undertahn 
when an appl1eation for citizenship is 
£iI1rt n:ceived. and M enhaheed fingl!r~ 
printing 8)'S1:en\. Under the fingerprint.­
ing syHtru;n, the INS iwelf would be Ttl<­

sponstble {(Jr all oI the prints, which 
would 00 digitally .te..::orded and $'~nt 
electronically tQ the FBI fOl" 3 bu..ck­
ground check. 

INS Commissioner Datis'Meissner 
!l:aid the ~ency was determined to 
"'t.:lke every mep posaibJe to make sure 
the same tnisI:.akes arc l'Ot. mruie aGaL"l.~ 

A second report on tJ\~ overall man­
agement ~e of the INS is due by 
Aprp L_ 'll'u\t report is eXpectl!d to ad­
dress the divide.d mission ptoblem 
raised by Rogers by more ctl'.Mly sep;:v. 
r.mog the enroccero:ent and service pot'­
tions vf the INS. }.t the sa.m~ time, it 
will oppose any Cormal spIJL III 

CQ FP;BRUA.KY 14, ;'!}9B - 393 
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Record, 
,. 

To: Elena Kagan/OPO/EOP 

cc: Laura Er>1matt!WHO/EOP, Leanr.e A. Shimabukuro/OPO/EOP 
Subject: INS (,,,form 

Elena. 

tn ·i9.'1t ot your meefng tomorrow rrorning with Commissioner Meiss0e' and OMB, the :oUowi'lg 
outLnes a few quest:ons t~at we think we shoLld coris:der at Vl'S Biage ,n OJ" review: 

1, As you know, there is en outstanding issue of whether we want the budget document to 
include any statement about INS reform. It is possible that the statement could be very general 
{talking about our comrrittment to create a strong delineation between servIces and enforcement, 
to better both. building on our s\Jcesses, etc.: in a way that indicates our goals, wittlOut commitirg 
to any specifics (though OMS may went it to be more detailed.) Also. we should be mindful of our 
possible de-sire to get congressional support 10r whatever we propose, and therefote not mAke a 

•budget statement that limits our options or that appears final. Either way, we should finalize as 
soon as we ciln ~what the WH approach will be going into the end of JONlary and the return of 
COl'1gress. 

2. Related to the first, we should decide w:-'en (it ever?) we sho~,ld begin our legis'ative effort. 

3. INS has alr"ost finalized a contract bid process for an outside management assessment of the 
current INS structure, the INS proposal for reorganization. and other probosals (unclear on whether 
this includes CIR recommendationL According to Bob Bach, the contract could be signed as earlv 
as next week i.though we had reterred 10 this as the Booze Allen review, the contract has not yet 
been awsfded). ,The assessment wi!! take approximately 2 months. 

While the assessment could potentially helo us to flash out details wj~h the proposal flowing out of 
our review ;:l~ocess, we are concerned t~a: the assessment could work €It cruss purposes wi:I' au y 



• 

efforts. We want to be sure that the assessment is not a tool fOf INS to predetermine the outcome 
of our process, 'or Somet'yng they cou:d \,.lS;} to beat back Our recommendations. Bob has assuced 
us that their gO~1 is not to sirrply to have ~his assessment rubber stamp their proposaL 

, 
Ideally, the asseSSment could be a tool to help us to answer difficult or technical managemem 
questions (e.g.,!looking at other agency reorganizations and 'Tlanagemert structures such as 
CUS;O((ls). We recommend seeking assurances'from the Com:nissiore r tnat they will work w:th us 
once the contract is awarded to make sure the assessment complements, not conflicts, with our ,process. 

ThanKS. 

julie & leanne 



.,.. / . 

INS Reorganization 

In response to the September I, 1997, release of the final report of the Commission on Immigration Refonn (eIR), the President 
directed the Domestic Policy Council (DPC) to review the CIR report and recommend ways to improve and streamline Federal 
immigration policy development and management. The DPe working group will use the President's FY 1999 budget as the vehicle to 
transmit the President's proposal to the Congress. Towards that end, the following organizational option for the INS has been 
de....eloped. This reorganization proposal permits INS to meet the fundamental progranunatic challenges facing the agency in a way 
that addresses the concerns identified by the CIR while permitting INS' core functions to remain intact. The Department and INS are 
requested to address this organizational proposal as part of any appeal. 

Restructure Headquarters: 

Up until 1993, INS operated with insufficient resources, weak or non~existent management systems and processes, and lackluster 
internal management. Since then INS has made progress implementing major changes to enforcement and benefit systems, improving 
management practices, and upgrading staff capabilities at a time when resources and responsibilities have grown significantly. Instead 
of dismantling an improved INS as recommended by the CIR, an effort should be made to build on the accomplishments of the past 
four years. What INS requires is a streamlined organizational structure based on programmatic priorities and clear lines of authority. 
responsibility and accountability. Such a structure 'would focus attention and assign n~sponsibilities to those charged with carrying out 
INS' dual enforcement and benefit roles. We believe these dual but interrelated responsibilities should remain within one agency and 
properly within DOJ. A future INS organization should have these features: 

INS Headquarters, lead by a Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner, would focus on policy, strategic planning and management 
support (finance, records, Information Resource Management (IRM) policy and R&D); budget fonnulation; and compliance \vith 
policy and procedures. All line management and operational'authority for agency~wide support systems like finance, budget, IRM 
policy, R&D, and records management would be consolidated in Headquarters. 

• Reflecting the importance of INS' fee and fine account receipts ($1.4+ billion) and the deficient condition of INS' financial 
__ operations,. a separate.Chief Financial.Officer_(CFO)_would.be.established and report directly-to.the Commissioner.· The CFO 

organization would include agency~wide budget formulation and execution. 

• IRM policy and standards and all R&D initiatives would be consolidated within Headquarters . 
functions would report to the respective program offices. 

art IRi'vi
Operational and supp ~____ 

o 




t, A smail policy and pJanriing office \vouid develop Jong-ranBe slrategit: plans) perform GPRA implementation and monitoring. 
and improve INS' important statistically policy and measurement responsibilities. , 

• 	 l-kmlquarters Administratlon should focus on consolidating records management. lmproving agency facilities . managmga 
streamlined udminlstrati\le service cenler operation to effectively meet the needs of field operations. 

CommissionerCommissioner 

PchcYMO 


•• m J. 	 Deputy c~mm;ss:one, -{"'00"",,1 
Il,ssist. CCHW1lssicnef' G,,,,,,w' C""mw! 

Pmgrnm O<!"lekl;lf1'''!At 
OHk:er Ifer Atlmhistrallcf\ l!l'1",lllhw,IPul)bc

",,!K.y "11.d A1j<lir~ 

aujg(tj 	 AdmmlS"w,rt'f jr:mmal Aud,! 
H"marl Resm"",,; 

hn~r,u:, Records Man"gem~"! 
tr.tM POijcvlR!.D --_. -'--'''._­

:u!ive Associate Ct Execut:ve AS$ociatu CommissiDner I! 

for Servlc-es & BenefitsJ l 	 I~n;'PIJty'E)(ew:ve AssOCit\c Commissioner amI 

Border Pll(,ol Chwl 

, 

iEastern Regional COtl1miS510M1 I 
ifor Enforccme~~.L~~~~~~~~~ 

Central Regional COmmiSSioner. J 

I~~nt Commissioner I 

for Enforcement 

-I?J';$t~ern~ReoiOnal Commissioner I 
1101 Enforcemen; 

rDeputy Executille Associate Commissioner 
fer Services and 8enelits 

Foreign Operations If; - ............... ··1 
Regional Service Centers 

l[-:: Distfict Benefit Offices 

Bordcr Patml Chief 

Director IMPCClIOM 
DitectJll Dtlellleon 
01r~ctQr !nvull,nH\I'\~ 

_ Pro£;rarnmatic FOi:us:~.~ ..~ ~_ -_, 

\Vhlle the eIR recommends splitting the agency, a programmUfic split thal maintains tbe eniorcement/benefit link necessary to hmctlon 
effectIvely accomplishes the same goaL The reorgani7.JltJOn would se'parate Enfon~erncnt and Seryices under the leadership ofhvo Execu1irc 
Associate CornmissjoneJ'S (EAC). The creation of these two EACs would ensure that dear lines of authority. re~ponsjhiijt}' and at:coumability 
exist in program operations. help bring a field perspective to Headquarters decision making. Hnd reduce stovepjpe operations currently 

----~.............. 
 .............. ......... 




prevalent in enforcement operations. The CIR recommendation to merge INS' enforcement agents (Border Patrol, inspection and detention) 
into one uniform service and a white-collar investigative service should be implemented. This reorganization supports this evolutionary 
initiative by putting the Border Patrol Chief in a direct line of authority for all enforcement activities and operations organized along Border 
Patrol sector and regionaJ.boundaries. The CIR also calls for higher visibility and focused management attention on the provision of services 
and benefits to immigrants. and to ensure organizational safeguards exist so that fee account receipts support fee-related activities. The division 
of responsibilities as proposed under this reorganization and improvcd financial systcms will help achieve these goals. Under this proposed 
organizational structure, the EACs for Enforcement and Services would be responsible for the following: 

Executive Associate Commissioner for Enforcement would coordinate all enforcement operations and staff (Border Patrol, investigation, 
inspections, intelligence and detention). 

• 	 A Deputy Executive Commissioner, who is also the Border Patrol Chief, would have line authority for all enforcement activities to 
ensure coordination behveen enforcement components. 

• 	 Three Regional Enforcement Commissioners would be responsible for coordinating INS enforcement functions \\ithin the regions. A 
Deputy Regional Commissioner would also be the Regional Border Patrol Chief with line authority in that region. 

• 	 INS enforcement functions \\iuuld be organized along the Border Patrol sector model with sector chiefs for each function reporting to 
the region. 

Executive Associate Commissioner for Services and Benefits would be responsible for providing efficient service and effective and accurate 
delivery of benefits to the immigration community. 

• 	 Regional Service Centers. which will play an expanded role as direcl mail benefit processing comes on line. will report to this EAC. 

• 	 Foreign Operations, which has dual benefits and enforcement responsibilities for refugees, asylees and international anti-terrorism 
efforts would report to this EA.C. ~ 

• 	 All existing District Office operations (31 district offices or the expanded SO suboffices currently under development) would report 
directly to the Deputy EAC. This direct reporting relationship will ensure that standards are consistent agency-wide and these standards 
and operating procedures are understood and applied consistently within all ofINS' districts. 
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December 4, 1997 (Final) 

STATEMENT OF WORK 

Support to the Department of Justice to Provide Organizational 

Struoture Alternatives for the Immigration and Naturalization 

Service ,'to Rationalize its Continuing Enforcement and Servioe 


Functions 


I 
I. Purpo'se and Obiectives , 
The purpos~ of the series of tasks listed in the following 
statement of work is to work and consult closely with Department 
of Justice: and Immigration and Naturalization Service managers 
and designated staff to: (al examine all pending INS 
reorganiza:tion proposals advanced by both INS and major external 
groupsi and tb) develop alternative proposal(s}. The objective 
of the proposal(s} should be maintaining, in a single agency, 
rationalizing and more clearly delineating INS! enforcement and 
service mi'ssions 1 and the development of management r 

organizational and structural approaches for ensuring their 
compatibil:ity, mutual support and productive interaction. , 


,

:n . Statement of Work 

I 

A. Backgr'ound., 

The Immigration and Naturalization Service has one of the most 
demanding missions in the Department of Justice 'and within the 
entire Federal Government. The effective performance of its 
critical border enforcement and benefit service functions 
continue to be high Administration, Congressional. and public
priorities. As a public organization. INS has been confronted 
with some of the most extraordinary conditions in which to 
operate in recent Federal public administration. 

Since 1993" INS has experienced a dynamic policy and statutory 
environment, including extensive increases in its duties 
authorized under new laws; large staff and budget enhancements; 
ever-higher public demand for services which is driven by factors 
beyond the agency's control and which often cannot be 
anticipated; and the commensurate substantial executive and 
management responsibilities to accommodate I plan and direct 
policy and operations according to these conditions. An example 
of INS' forward-looking executive initiatives in this environment 
is its undertaking and managir:.g one of the most significant
national office automation and interconnected 
enforcement/services information systems changes in government., 
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The Department of Justice and Immigration and Naturalization 
Service leaderships have used many successful approaches to 
streamline INS' administrative infrastructure; ensure the best, 
state-of-the-art technological support for its Border Patrol and 
other law enforcement officers; and to implement a customer­
driven approach to its strategic planning and operational 
decisions. Similarly, it has also significantly reformed and 
transformed many elements of its organizational structures to 
deliv~r better services and improve its enforcement capabilities 
in respons~ to complex challenges noted above. Implementation of 
such continued and rapid structural innovations is exceedingly 
difficult in any public organization, as well as in private 
firms. Of necessity, however. INS has moved proactively# 
although not without inevitable criticism and some dislocations 
attendant upon any such decisive and ambitious structural 
transformations~ to create a national organizational design that 
employs sophisticated information systems, sound·public 
administration methodologies, and state-of-the-art fiscal and 
growth management strategies to accomplish its mission. 

At present. the Department and the INS wish to examine the 
cumulative, contributions of the recent reorganizations and 
changes, which include those in progress such as the National 
Fingerprint Centers, streamlined, effective naturalization 
procedures, and international border technologies that are 
successfully preventing illegal immigration. Together with these 
the Department and INS wish to examine pending reorganization 
proposals ~ncluding internal INS proposals, and external 
proposals, : s·uch as the ones set forth by the Commission on 
Immigration Reform, the Office of Management and Budget. and the 
Reyes bill: (H.R. 2588 Border Security and Enforcement Act of 
1997). While these proposals and others share several common 
reorganizational elements, they run the gamut from internal INS 
streamlining to the separation and removal of certain INS current 
functions, ,such as enforcement and service responsibilities r and 
placing th~m in different agenCies, such as the Departments of 
State or Labor or in another DOJ entity. 

I 
Given the aiversity of such proposals and the request from 
Congress to the INS to develop a plan to effectively manage 
immigration control efforts, the Department and the INS.wish to 
examine all reorganization proposals and develop organizational 
alter~ative(s) which would uphold the organizational integrity of 
the INS while accommodating any further proactive structural 
changes that would sustain and increase the agency!g successful 
performance of its enforcement and service duties. 
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, 

B. In response to this Statement of Work, the contractor shall 
perform t~e following services. 

I
The contractor shall propose a scope and methodology for a 
thorough examination of the existing organizational structure of 
the INS. for the review of all pending proposals to reorganize 
INS, and for the development of an alternative reorganization 
proposal or proposals. The contractor shall develop a project 
plan, wit~ an accompanying schedule for its completion, that 
includes a timeline and an estimate of resources required to 
perform project tasks. The project shall include, but is not 
limited to, completion of the following tasks: 

Task 1. Review Phase 

Review, sYnthesize and summarize all pending proposals to 
reorganize' I~S, including those INS has developed and considered, 
as well as those proposed by others, such as the Commission on 
Immigration Reform (CIR) , the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) , and the Reyes bill. 

I 
Task 2. Interviews and Data Collection 

I 

Consult wi~h all parties advocating the various pending 
reorganization proposals. 

Conduct structured interviews with INS policy managers, 
headquarters staff. 

Conduct selected field site visits to INS field offices within a 
250 mile geographic radius of Washington, D.C. to observe INS 
field operations and conduct interviews. 

I 
Conduct structured interviews with INS clients within the 
Department10f Justice, such as the Office of Immigration 
Litigation, Civil Division. 

, 
Conduct structured interviews with officials from government and 
non-government outside organizations and interested parties, 
including the Departments of State and Labor, the Office of 
Management: and Budget (OMS), the CIR, the Domestic Policy Council 
(DPC) , thelGeneral Accounting Office (GAO), and the National 

Academy ofl Public Administration (NAPA). 

Convene a series of focus groups in Washington, D.C. for key INS 
policy and' senior management officials, including field-based 
officials, such as Regional Directors, District Directors, Chief 
Border Patrol Agents, Regional and District Counsels, and INS 
Headquarters officials, including the Commissioner and other 
senior managers. 

3 




I 

Task 3. Benchmarking 
, 

Consult with other Government agencies which have both 
enforceme~t and service functions, stich as the Social Security 
Administration (SSA) , the U.S. Customs service, the Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS), and the Departments of State and Labor. to 
gather pertinent information on how these agencies manage these 
functions, how they are organizationally structured and their 
applicability to INS. 

Task 4. Development of Alternative Reorganization Proposal(s} 

Develop an alternative reorganization proposal or a range of 
proposals whereby the current enforcement and service functions 
of INS continue to be carried out by the INS under the authority 
of the INS Commissioner. These alternative proposals should 
build upon the na:turalization process redesign work currently 
being performed for INS by the consulting firm of Coopers and 
Lybrand, with particular attention paid to effective customer 
service. In addition, any proposed alternative organizational 
structure should: 

, 
• Identify the interconnecting relationships among.and
appropriate placement of INS' core enforcement and service 
functions I such as: (l) border and interior enforcement, and 
detention: (2) enforcement of immigration-related employment 
standards; (3) adjudication of immigration and citizenship 
benefits; (4) adminietrative review of decisions made by , 

. front line agents; (5) new INS initiatives; and (6} any 
impact on INS based on its projected workload and related 
factors over the next several years. Each reorganization 
proposal must clearly recognize how these dual 
responsibilities interrelate and demonstrate how they are 
compatible and co~exist appropriately. . 

• Examine the management and field structures required t 

inclu'ding the roles and responsibilities of INS 
Headquarters, Regional Offices, District Offices. and single 
mission organizations of the INS such as Asylum Offices, 
Servi1ce Centers, and Border Patrol Sectors, and their 
inter.connectivity'. 

, 
• Id,entify and analyze organizational proposal 
implementation. issues I such as how position grade, pay 
structures, career paths/development, between the 
enforcement function positions and service function 
positions would be affected. Seek equitable pay and career 
opportunities for enforcement and service personnel. 
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III. Progress Reports and Status Reporting, 
The contractor shall provide detailed, written progress reports 
to, and meet hi-weekly with, a Senior Policy Board of INS 
officials!to brief on project progress, solicit input, and 
receive guidance. 

IV. Period of Performance 

The duration of this project will be two months, beginning on 
December 3l. 1997. The contractor's final report will be due to 
the Department of Justice by March 1, 1998, 

V. Government Support 

The contractor will receive the following Government support for 
the performance of these tasks: 

i 
A. Documentation. Access to reports, studies, data and.related 
materials Inecessary to perform these tasks., 

, .. 
B. Technical Assistance. Pointe of contact will be designated 
from applicable INS and DCJ offices to ensure consistency in 
areas rel~ted to data exchange and verification and other liaison 
matters. ,This assistance normally will be available only during 
normal business hours. 

C. INS Senior Policy Board Input. The contractor will meet bi ­
weekly with a Senior Policy Board of INS officials to discuss 
progress and problems related to the successful completion of 
these tas~s and deliverables in accordance with the approved 
workplan and schedule. The INS policy board will provide 
assistance and guidance to the contractor as necessary. The MPS 
Contracting Dfficer 1 s Technical Representative will also attend 
the Senior Policy Board meetings. 

VI. Govarnment Contaqts 

A~ Contraoting Officer's Technical Representative 

Terry M. Simpson (primary) 
·Robert J. Comiskey (secondary) 

Management and ,Planning Staff 

'Justice Management Division 

B. Point of Contact - Immigration and Naturalization Service 

'Robert L. Bach 
'Executive Associate Con1.'nissioner 
, for Policy and Planning 
'Immigration and Naturalizat.ion S~rvice 
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I 
VII~ Deli,yerables 

,
In performance of the above tasks and in accordance with the 
above purp'ose and objectives. the contractor shall submit the 
following ~eliverables: 

I
Deliverablea Due Date after Award 

develop structure for the review 1 week 

define data requirements 3 weeks 

develop/pr'esent draft report 6 weeks 

develop/present final report 8 weeks 

VIII. Proposals 

Proposals should be submitted by C.O.B., Thursday, December 1S t 

1997, to'the Department of Justice, Management and Planning 
Staff. Suite 1400, National ~lace Building, 1331 pennsylvania 
Avenue, N,~" Washington, O.C. 20530. 

Proposals will be reviewed by a panel including representatives 
of the Management and Planning Staff and the Immigrat'ion and 
Naturaliza.tion Service, 

, 
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EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Criteria are listed in descending order of. importance. 

1. Demonstrated comprehensive knowledge of the principles and 
tools of organiza.tional re·design and re-structuring. 

2. Demonstrated understanding of Federal governmental 
organizations with extensive field structures. 

3. Demonstrated staff of senior level consultants with extensive 
experience! in law enforcement issues. 

4. Corpor?te experience related to similar work with other law 
enforcement organizations • .:... Federal,' State, local, or private 
sector and; record of past performance. 

I 
5. Corporate capability to mount an effort of this magnitude
within a l'imited period of t;j.me . . 
6. Reasonability of estimated cost based upon the technical 
proposal. 

7, Understanding of the issues related to strategic change 
management' and demonstrated ability to design a strategy to 
overcome the barriers to change . 

• 

8. Demonstrated understanding of civil service and law 
enforcement personnel and compensation systems and professional 
career development., 
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