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BRIEFING 
Further information on refugee support activities and reallocating ESOL 
costs 
Date: 1 February 2024  Priority: Medium 

Security classification: Budget - Sensitive Tracking number: 2324-1757 

Purpose  
This briefing provides information to support your decision about the proportion of Crown costs to 
reallocate to third-party users of the immigration system. Namely: 

• a further breakdown of activities related to refugee selection and processing, and refugee 
settlement in the community, as requested at the 17 January officials’ meeting, and 

• advice on using the immigration levy to fund English for Speakers of Other Languages 
(ESOL) programmes in schools, as requested at the 23 January officials’ meeting.  

Executive summary 
A fee and levy review is underway which will support your priority to ensure the immigration system 
is efficient, self-funding and sustainable. This will also achieve Crown savings from the immigration 
system, by reallocating a greater portion of Crown-funded costs to users, and reset levy rates that 
are reasonable, defensible and sustainable. 

To progress to the next stage of detailed visa product cost modelling, this briefing seeks your 
direction by 8 February on:  

• your preferred Crown cost reallocation option 

• whether you wish to achieve Crown savings by funding ESOL programmes in schools 
through the immigration levy, and if so, your preferred level of funding. 

Following direction on your preferred option, we will calibrate the fee and levy rates at a visa 
product level and provide updated rates to you in mid-February 2024 ahead of Cabinet 
consideration and targeted consultation. 

Reallocation of Crown costs to users of the system 

A key outstanding decision needed to advance work on the fee and levy review is the amount of 
Crown costs you wish to shift to users (namely whether or not to reallocate some costs associated 
with the Refugee Quota and related programmes to the immigration levy).  

MBIE has provided you with three options for reallocating Crown costs, which range in the amount 
of savings generated  You have advised officials 
you are not interested in the full reallocation of Crown costs.  

Of the remaining reallocation options, the option that includes some Refugee Quota activity and 
saves just over $90 million (revised figure) would, in conjunction with other identified savings, come 
closest to meeting the $123 million savings target identified in the National Party’s Fiscal Plan.  

 
 The option that would avoid these risks by 

excluding costs related to the Refugee Quota saves just over $76 million, but falls short of the 
Fiscal Plan target by approximately $27 million (in conjunction with other savings). 

Legal professional privilege
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To support your decision-making on this issue, this briefing provides a further breakdown of 
activities related to refugee selection and processing, and refugee settlement in the community.  

Funding ESOL from the Immigration levy 

You have also asked us to consider whether immigration funding can be provided to meet the 
costs of ESOL programmes in schools, for which there is a precedent and justification. This would 
also help to achieve immigration savings as it would reduce the Crown costs associated with 
ESOL. 

We have modelled three scenarios, based on different proportions of the ESOL programmes in 
schools costs (including significant cost pressures) being funded by the immigration levy. While 
you can chose any proportion of funding to be provided, we have set out three options that have 
different rationales: 

• Funding 8.5 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy is akin to 
the proportion of ESOL costs previously contributed from the immigration levy. This would 
provide just over $6 million per annum in funding from the immigration levy and result in a 
net levy increase of approximately 213 per cent. It would achieve just over $4 million per 
annum in Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan target (assuming only baseline Crown 
costs, not Crown cost pressures, are considered). 

• Funding 50 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy would 
evenly share the costs between the immigration system and the education system. This 
would provide just over $36 million per annum in funding from the immigration levy and 
result in a net levy increase of approximately 253 per cent. It would achieve just under $26 
million per annum in Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan target (assuming only baseline 
Crown costs, not Crown cost pressures, are considered). 

• Funding 80 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy would be 
broadly similar to the current proportion of students receiving ESOL support who are from 
migrant background families. This would provide just over $58 million per annum in funding 
from the immigration levy and result in a net levy increase of approximately 281 per cent. It 
would achieve just over $41 million per annum in Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan 
target (assuming only baseline Crown costs, not Crown cost pressures, are considered). 

In deciding on whether to fund ESOL and what proportion, you should consider the impact on the 
levy account, the increases required to the levy rate (and whether this requires visa costs above 
the 90% of Australia’s equivalent visas), whether this requires the reliance of funding on visa 
volumes, and how it supports the savings goal. The 80 per cent ESOL option would be more than 
sufficient to meet the $123 million savings target in conjunction with any of the Crown cost 
reallocation options, and the 50 percent ESOL option would come within $2 million of the target. 

Recommended actions 
The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) recommends that you:  

Reallocation of Crown costs to users of the system and funding for Refugee Quota activity 

a. Note that MBIE has provided advice that Crown savings could be achieved from the 
immigration system by shifting Crown costs to users as part of a fee and levy review, and you 
are still considering two of these approaches [2324-1069 refers] and the inclusion (if any) of 
Refugee Quota and related programmes costs  

Noted 
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b. Note that you have indicated that costs associated with facilitating travel to New Zealand and 
induction at the Mangere Refugee Resettlement Centre (MRRC) should remain Crown-funded, 
which has reduced reallocation option 2 (the approach that reallocated 50 per cent of some 
Refugee Quota costs) by $7.6 million and the option below has been revised to reflect this 

Noted 

c. Confirm your preferred approach to achieving Crown savings by shifting Crown costs to users; 
EITHER 

i. Inclusion of some Refugee Quota activity in reallocation of Crown costs: Lower 
risk reallocation of Crown costs, based on shifting 50 per cent of Crown costs  

- revised savings of $90.1 
million, excluding refugee travel and MRRC costs 

Agree / Disagree / Discuss 

OR 
ii. Exclusion of all Refugee Quota activity in reallocation of Crown costs: Maximum 

reallocation of Crown costs excluding the Refugee Quota and related programmes 
costs - savings of $76.1 million 

Agree / Disagree / Discuss 

d. Note that the option ‘Inclusion of some Refugee Quota activity in reallocation of Crown costs’, 
in conjunction with other identified savings ($19.5 million per annum in Crown funding for visa 
subsidies), would come closest to meeting the $123 million savings target identified in the 
National Party’s Fiscal Plan,  

 
Noted 

Funding ESOL from the Immigration levy 

e. Note that there is a precedent and justification for funding ESOL programmes in schools 
through the immigration levy, however consideration needs to be given to: 

i. the impact on the levy account 
ii. the increases required to the levy rate (and whether this requires visa costs above 90% 

of Australia’s equivalent visas) 
iii. whether this requires the reliance of funding on visa volumes 
iv. how it supports the fiscal savings goal 

Noted 

f. Direct officials to prepare adjusted fee and levy rates (details set out in Annex Two) for 
targeted consultation, based on: 
EITHER 

i. Not funding ESOL costs through the levy, which would see the net levy increase sit at 
approximately 205 per cent 

Agree / Disagree / Discuss 
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OR 
ii. Funding 8.5 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy, 

which would be akin to the proportion of costs previously covered by the levy. This 
would provide $6.2 million per annum in funding from the immigration levy and result in 
a net levy increase of approximately 213 per cent. It would achieve $4.4 million per 
annum in Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan target (assuming only baseline Crown 
costs, not Crown cost pressures, are considered) 

Agree / Disagree / Discuss 

OR 
iii. Funding 50 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy to 

evenly sharing the costs between the immigration system and the education system. 
This would provide $36.3 million per annum in funding from the immigration levy and 
result in a net levy increase of approximately 253 per cent. It would achieve $25.8 
million per annum in Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan target (assuming only 
baseline Crown costs, not Crown cost pressures, are considered) 

Agree / Disagree / Discuss 

OR 
iv. Funding 80 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy, which 

would be broadly similar to the current proportion of students receiving ESOL support 
who are from migrant background families. This would provide $58.1 million per annum 
in funding from the immigration levy and result in a net levy increase of approximately 
281 per cent. It would achieve $41.3 million per annum in Crown savings towards the 
Fiscal Plan target (assuming only baseline Crown costs, not Crown cost pressures, are 
considered) 

Agree / Disagree / Discuss 

g. Note that the indicative levy increases presented in recommendation f above are based on the 
reallocation approach that excludes all Refugee Quota activity from the reallocation of Crown 
costs, and accounts for some uncertainty in visa volumes 

Noted 

h. Note that option f(iv) would be more than sufficient to meet the $123 million savings target in 
conjunction with any of the reallocation options set out in recommendation (e) above, and 
option f(iii) would come within $2 million of this target 

Noted 

i. Note that when you receive the detailed modelling on fee and levy rates you may wish to revise 
your preferred level of levy funding for ESOL based on implications for and interactions with the 
90 per cent Australian benchmark. 

Noted 

 

 

 

 

Libby Gerard 
Manager, Immigration (Border and Funding) 
Policy 
Labour, Science and Enterprise, MBIE 
.  01 9 /.02 /. 2024 .3 

Hon Erica Stanford 
Minister of Immigration 
….. / ...... / 2024... 
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Background  
1. A key priority for the immigration portfolio is to move to an efficient, self-funding and 

sustainable immigration system. The National Party’s Fiscal Plan set out an intention to 
make Crown savings of around $123 million a year from the immigration system. 

2. A fee and levy review is underway to achieve Crown savings from the immigration system by 
reallocating a greater portion of Crown-funded costs to users, and reset levy rates that are 
reasonable, defensible and sustainable. We intend to report to Cabinet in March 2024 on the 
projected adjustments required to fee and levy rates ahead of targeted consultation with key 
stakeholders.  

3. In your meeting with officials on 17 January 2024 you provided direction on a number of 
choices put forward in briefing 2324-1069 relating to the fee and levy review.  A key 
outstanding decision is around the amount of Crown costs you wish to shift to users (namely 
whether or not you want to reallocate some costs associated with the Refugee Quota and 
related programmes to the immigration levy). 

4. This briefing provides the following information to support your decision-making on this issue: 

a. a further breakdown of activities related to refugee selection and processing, and refugee 
settlement in the community, as requested at the 17 January officials’ meeting 

b. advice on using the immigration levy to fund ESOL programmes in schools, as requested 
at the 23 January officials’ meeting.  

5. We seek direction on your preferred approach to reallocating Crown costs by 8 February in 
order to progress the next phase of fee and levy rate modelling.  

Reallocation of Crown costs to users and funding for Refugee Quota 
activities 
6. The fiscal sustainability advice provided on 21 December [2324-1069] included three options 

for shifting Crown costs to users.   

7. In your meeting with officials on 17 January 2024, you confirmed you are not interested on 
one of these options (maximum reallocation of Crown costs to system users). You further 
indicated that you were not interested in reallocating Crown costs related to facilitating travel 
to New Zealand or induction at the Mangere Refugee Resettlement Centre (MRRC). We 
have updated the savings below to reflect this (a reduction in reallocation option 2 of  
$7.9 million).  

8. The remaining two options, set out below, differ in the amount of savings generated and  
  

a. Reallocation option 2: lower risk reallocation of Crown costs (revised savings of  
$90.1 million) – this option is based on shifting 50 per cent of Crown costs  

 There would be approximately a $13.4 
million per annum shortfall against the Fiscal Plan target if Crown funding for visa 
subsidies1 was also returned. 

 
1 $19.57 million per annum in Crown funding was provided in the 2022 fee and levy review to subsidise fee 
and levy rates for some visa types. Briefing 2324-1069 provided advice on how the return of this funding 
could achieve Crown savings for the immigration system through Budget 2024.  

Legal professional privilege
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b. Reallocation option 3: maximum allocation excluding the Refugee Quota and related 
programmes costs ($76.1 million savings). There would be an approximately $27.5 
million per annum shortfall against the Fiscal Plan target if the Crown funding for visa 
subsidies (referenced above) was also returned. 

9. We advised you that the greatest area of challenge would likely be about the justification for 
a wider group of migrants meeting costs to deliver the Refugee Quota programmes, which 
relate to New Zealand’s international and humanitarian commitments.  

 
 

 
  

10. Option 3 would avoid these risks by excluding costs related to the Refugee Quota, but fall 
short of the Fiscal Plan savings target. 

Further information on activities relating to the Refugee Quota  
11. Briefing 2324-1069 presented the costs of delivering the Refugee Quota and related 

programmes as falling into four broad activity areas,  
 

12. To inform your decision about which reallocation option to progress, you asked for a detailed 
breakdown of refugee selection and processing, and refugee settlement in the community 
activities.  This information is provided in Annex One. 

13. Our view is that it remains a judgement call as to whether to reallocate some costs 
associated with the Refugee Quota and related programmes to the immigration levy, 
balancing  with your desire for achieving savings. 

Using the immigration levy to meet the costs of ESOL in schools 
14. You have asked for advice on the ability to fund the non-departmental costs of ESOL 

programmes in schools2 through the immigration levy.  

Immigration levy funding has been used to meet ESOL costs in the past 
15. MBIE has historically provided funding for ESOL programmes in schools from the 

immigration levy (and before that the Migrant levy) since the late 1990s/early 2000s. This is 
enabled under section 399 of the Immigration Act 2009, as it relates to the “provision of 
programmes intended to assist the successful settlement of migrants or categories of 
migrants”. 

16. Most recently, in 2017, four years of funding from the immigration levy for ESOL programmes 
in schools was approved by Cabinet. This provided $2.45 million per year until the end of 
2020/21. At that point, it was decided that ongoing funding for ESOL best fit the definition of 
Crown funding which supports mainstream services for which migrants are eligible, such as 
healthcare, education and information provision.  

 
2 ESOL support is available to students in years 0 - 13 attending state and state-integrated schools.  

Legal professional privilege
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17. Funding from Budget 2020 onwards has been provided entirely out of Crown funding via 
Vote Education.  The current appropriation totals approximately $51.6 million per annum.  In 
addition, the Ministry of Education is facing outyears cost pressures for ESOL of up to $21 
million per annum (final figures to be confirmed), driven by a significant increase in migrant 
background learners.3 

18. Given the current make-up of learners receiving ESOL support in the compulsory school 
sector (52 per cent are migrants, 45 per cent are New Zealand born children with at least one 
migrant parent, and 3 per cent are refugees), our view is that there remains a strong case for 
the immigration levy to contribute to funding this service. It differs from other, more generic 
public services (such as health care) because a learner’s need for ESOL support is directly 
linked to their migrant background. 

Funding ESOL costs through the Immigration levy will achieve savings through 
reducing Crown costs 
19. Depending on decisions about the proportion of ESOL costs funded by the levy, this 

approach could yield Crown savings of up to $41.3 million per annum. These savings, in 
conjunction with the $76.1 million in savings provided from reallocation option 3, and the 
$19.5 million in savings from returning the Crown funding for visa subsidies, could go some 
way to achieving (or surpassing) the $123 million immigration savings target.  

20. Note that funding for ESOL programmes in schools is just one component of the range of 
supports4 provided by the Ministry of Education’s Migrant and Refugee Education function. 
We are only proposing to contribute to the non-departmental costs of ESOL programmes in 
schools ($72.6 million per annum including approximately $21 million in cost pressures) 
through the immigration levy. The levy would not be used for the refugee-specific support 
activities the Ministry of Education provides. 

There are choices around the proportion of ESOL costs to cover via the levy 
21. When the immigration levy was last used to fund ESOL, Immigration’s contribution equated 

to approximately 8 per cent of the total annual cost of providing ESOL at the time. 

22. Given the high proportion of migrant-background learners receiving ESOL (see paragraph 18 
above), the immigration levy could arguably contribute to a greater proportion of ESOL costs 
than it has previously. This would align with the cost recovery principle that those who benefit 
from immigration services or create risks should meet the costs. 

  

 
3 The Ministry of Education has observed an 11.6% increase in migrant background learners between March 
and August 2023, compared to 8.58% in annual growth for this cohort over the past 10 years. 
4 In addition to funding for ESOL programmes in schools, the Ministry of Education receives departmental 
and non-departmental funding for other activities related to migrant and refugee support activities. Non-
departmental includes contracts with providers for PD for teachers and language assistants, the Refugee 
Education Centre, Refugee Flexible funding, Contract for online English programmes for secondary aged 
students in remote areas. Departmental funding supports includes 25 staff, corporate overheads, Contracts 
for Computers in Homes initiative, Ethnic/faith-based learning Hubs, Refugee Pathways and Careers 
initiatives. 
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23. We have modelled the potential increases to the levy (for illustrative purposes and at an 
aggregate level) based on different proportions of the ESOL costs being funded. Assuming 
that you wish to progress with reallocation option 3 (i.e. no refugee costs reallocated from 
Crown to third-party), and accounting for some uncertainty in visa volumes: 

a. Funding 8.5 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy is akin 
to what was previously contributed by immigration. This would provide $6.2 million per 
annum in funding from the immigration levy and result in a net levy increase of 
approximately 213 per cent. It would achieve $4.4 million per annum in Crown savings 
towards the Fiscal Plan target (assuming only baseline Crown costs, not Crown cost 
pressures, are considered). 

b. Funding 50 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy would 
evenly share the costs between the immigration system and the education system. This 
would provide $36.3 million per annum in funding from the immigration levy and result in 
a net levy increase of approximately 253 per cent. It would achieve $25.8 million per 
annum in Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan target (assuming only baseline Crown 
costs, not Crown cost pressures, are considered). 

c. Funding 80 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy would 
be broadly similar to the current proportion of students receiving ESOL support who are 
from migrant background families. This would provide $58.1 million per annum in funding 
from the immigration levy and result in a net levy increase of approximately 281 per cent. 
It would achieve $41.3 million per annum in Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan target 
(assuming only baseline Crown costs, not Crown cost pressures, are considered). 

d. Funding 100 per cent of ESOL costs (including cost pressures) through the levy would 
provide $72.6 million per annum in funding from the immigration levy and result in a net 
levy increase of approximately 298 per cent. It would achieve $51.6 million per annum in 
Crown savings towards the Fiscal Plan target (assuming only baseline Crown costs, not 
Crown cost pressures, are considered). 

24. For contrast, not funding ESOL (but still assuming reallocation option 3 and accounting for 
uncertainty of visa volumes) would see a net levy rate increase of approximately 205 per 
cent. 

25. The 100 per cent funding scenario is provided for your visibility, but we would not 
recommend progressing modelling on this option. Funding 80 per cent of ESOL costs 
through the levy would be a more moderate choice if you wanted to account for the high 
proportion of migrants receiving ESOL support, whilst managing risk and allowing for 
potential changes in the make-up of the ESOL cohort in the future.  

26. The 80 per cent ESOL option would be sufficient to meet the $123 million savings target in 
conjunction with any of the Crown cost reallocation options, and the 50 percent ESOL option 
would come within $2 million of the target.  

27. In deciding on whether to fund ESOL and what proportion, you should consider the impact on 
the levy account, the increases required to the levy rate (and whether this requires visa costs 
above the 90 per cent of Australia’s equivalent visas), whether this requires the reliance of 
funding on visa volumes, and how it supports the savings goal. 

28. Annex Two provides further detail including an indicative comparison to Australia’s visa 
charges.  
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29. Following your direction, detailed modelling at a visa product level will be undertaken along 
with further analysis of Australia’s charging approach and service timeframes to inform 
options to spread costs and take account of the differences with New Zealand’s charges. 

Next steps 
30. Substantive decisions on how Crown savings can be achieved from the immigration system 

by shifting costs to third-party users will be addressed in a Cabinet paper in March 2024 
ahead of the Budget moratorium.  

31. In order to progress the next phase of work on the fee and levy review, we seek your 
direction on two key issues, namely: 

a. your preferred approach to addressing refugee and protection (asylums seeker) claims 
processing challenges [2324-1685 of 31 January refers] 

b. the amount of Crown costs you wish to shift to users (advice provided in this briefing). 

32. Following direction on your preferred option, we will calibrate the fee and levy rates at a visa 
product level and provide updated rates to you in mid-February 2024 ahead of Cabinet 
consideration and targeted consultation.  

Annexes 
Annex One: Further breakdown of Refugee Quota activities  

Annex Two: Further detail on ESOL options  
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Annex one: Further breakdown of Refugee Quota activities 
Briefing 2324-1069 presented the costs of delivering the Refugee Quota and related programmes 
as falling into four broad activity areas,  

 

Activity Annual 
Crown 
funding 

Cost 
pressure 
per annum 

Option 2: lower 
risk reallocation  

Option 3: maximum 
reallocation but no 
change to refugee 
funding 

Selection and 
processing  

$4.4 
million 

$0.5 million 50% shifts to levy 0% shifts to levy 

Facilitating travel to 
New Zealand  

$8.5 
million 

$2.7 million 0% shifts to levy 0% shifts to levy 

Induction at the 
Mangere Refugee 
Resettlement Centre  

$15.1 
million 

$2.2 million 50% shifts to levy 0% shifts to levy 

Settlement in the 
community 

$23.5 
million 

$0.6 million 50% shifts to levy 0% shifts to levy 

Detailed information about activities relating to refugee selection and processing, and refugee 
settlement in the community, is provided below.   

Introduction 

The organisational structure in MBIE’s Refugee Quota Programme (RQP) is designed to support 
the interconnected end-to-end functions required to select and bring United Nations Refugee 
Agency (UNHCR) referred refugees to New Zealand for settlement. This includes teams involved 
in the selection, interviewing and processing of resettlement cases, as well as developing the 
settlement plans and overall coordination of the five-week reception programme.  

General Processing Category 

The General Processing Category covers the costs relating to the selection of quota refugees for 
resettlement in New Zealand, which involves assessing referrals from the UNHCR, pre-screening, 
interviewing primarily via offshore selection missions to assess cases, ensuring biometric collection 
offshore, and processing residence applications. This activity is undertaken by a team that 
specialises in assessments, risk management and decision-making, applying the provisions of the 
Immigration Act 2009 and UN Convention and related Protocols on Refugee Protection within the 
RQP.  The costs include expenses directly related to these functions, as well as other staff-related 
operational costs that have been apportioned.  

The costs set out below are indicative only and based on specific teams within the programme, as 
due to the intertwined nature of the work across the programme, it is difficult to accurately split out 
the specific costs under this category. For example, this category captures a support team, which 
supports the entire programme, not just general processing. The costs also include the processing 
of residence applications under complementary pathways, Refugee Family Support Category 
(RFSC) and Community Organisation Refugee Sponsorship (CORS), as the team is part of the 
wider RQP.   

The selection process is used to create the pipeline of cases to meet the annual refugee quota.  

Legal professional privilege
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Title  Cost  

Salaries and related costs* $1,974,848 

Selection mission costs** $458,150 

Corporate costs  $1,961,411 

Total $4,394,409 

*All personnel-related costs including overtime/penal rates, leave, superannuation, training etc. 
** International travel costs 

Settlement in Community Category 

The Settlement in Community Category covers direct costs for the RQP relating to settling 
refugees from the Mangere Refugee Resettlement Centre (Te Āhuru Mōwai o Aotearoa) into their 
new homes in the community, and includes staff costs relating to finding housing, domestic travel, 
costs to secure housing. 

The Settlement in Community Category also covers direct costs relating to successful settlement of 
refugees in the community contracted through settlement service providers and work within and 
across communities to partner with providers, agencies, councils, iwi and communities to 
effectively deliver successful settlement and build capability and capacity. These services also 
include the offshore health assessments and coordination of refugee health services in the 
community through the national leadership and coordination services. There is also specific 
support for settlement such as driver training and employment provided through contracts in the 
community.  

These settlement activities are distinct from the broader settlement activities that are provided to 
migrants as part of the New Zealand Migrant Settlement and Integration Strategy as they are 
purely focused on refugees.  The costs include expenses directly related to these functions, as well 
as other staff-related operational costs that have been apportioned.  

The costs set out below are indicative only, as, due to the intertwined nature of the work across the 
programme, it is difficult to accurately split out the specific costs under this category. For example, 
the costs include all domestic travel costs for the RQP, some of which may be unrelated to the 
settlement of refugees in the community specifically.  

Refugee Quota Programme Costs 

Salaries and related costs* $733,122 

Domestic travel costs**  $667,984 

Corporate costs  $2,428,958 

Refugee and Migrant Support  

Settlement contracts for refugees $12,368,958 

Salaries and related costs*, including corporate costs $7,276,913 

Total $23,475,935 

*All personnel-related costs including overtime/penal rates, leave, superannuation, training etc. 
** Includes domestic airfares, accommodation, taxis, mileage and other domestic travel-related expenses 
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Annex two: Further detail on ESOL options 
The current ESOL programmes in schools appropriation totals $51.563 million per annum. In addition, the Ministry of Education has advised that they 
are facing outyears cost pressures for ESOL of up to $21 million per annum, driven by a significant increase in migrant background learners. The 
table below shows the fiscal impact of the various ESOL contribution options. 

Contribution option Immigration levy contribution to ESOL costs  
(including cost pressures) 

Savings achieved towards fiscal plan  
(based on baseline Crown costs) 

8.5% $6.2m $4.4m 
50% $36.3m $25.8m 
80% $58.1m $41.3m 

 
We have modelled four scenarios (for illustrative purposes and at an aggregate level) to show the range of increases required to the levy depending 
on different levels of levy contribution to ESOL funding. This modelling assumes that you wish to progress with reallocation option 3 (i.e. no refugee 
costs reallocated from Crown to third-party), and accounts for some uncertainty in visa volumes. Following your direction, detailed modelling at a visa 
product level will be undertaken along with further analysis of Australia’s charging approach and service timeframes to inform options to spread costs 
and take account of the differences with New Zealand.  
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