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Judge Peter Boshier
Chief Ombudsman

Office of the Ombudsman
L7, 70 The Terrace
Wellington 6011

New Zealand

Re: Case 426057, Carolyn Dare Wilfred
Dear Judge Boshier,

| am hereby responding to your provisional opinan the referenced case regarding my wife,
Carolyn Dare Wilfred.

After reviewing your response, | must admit thatrable technical argument can be made against
the Immigration statutes that have been quotedour wpinion. You are correct in stating that
strictly according to the rules at INZ’s “discretip Carolyn has no valid recourse. However, as
my friend and colleague Hugh Steadman has stabedl tits response included in this submission:

“The Ombudsman 'system of justice' is significardifferent from that of the Courts and
Tribunals. Ombudsman findings are not confinedstioct judicial precedent. Instead, the
conclusions reached, are founded on what an Ombamlsransiders just and reasonable in the
particular circumstances of the case.”

Your opinion has certainly outlined the circumstescas related to the rules, but has not
considered what is just, reasonable and equitabteruthose specific circumstances. This is
especially true where we believe the motives of il indeed the New Zealand Government
must be considered. Perhaps your time on the beashardened your resolve in the law where
legal technicalities must win the day in spite sffues of conscience? With the hope of your kind
consideration in that regard, | would offer an rl&give account of the circumstances surrounding
the decisions of Immigration New Zealand.

Carolyn is not one to ever break the rules. Througtthe whole process, she was taking the
advice of counsel concerning her transition fronmgpeonsidered for residency under the business
entrepreneur category to her Investor-plus appdicatand in particular, in regard to the date
chosen for her departure. Our counsel, David Bjlten also remained in contact with
Immigration and took instruction and advice accogt.

It was always Carolyn’s intent to further investNew Zealand and frankly, now that we both are
in our 60’s, to continue as hands-on entrepreneasssimply impractical; hence the transition to
the Investor-plus category for her residence. felsethat this transition created a gap in the time
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frames, and how she could remain in New Zealand assitor with me, her husband, in the
interim, while processing this application causeths confusion. As a result, she essentially fell
through the technical cracks. As it was anticigdateat she might have become unlawful during
her Rule 61 appeal; our counsel checked with INZde if this would be a problem. They
responded with considerable flexibility, even te txtent of indicating that there would be no
consequences as long as, if the appeal were destiedyould depart on her scheduled ticket as
indicated. This, she did. There was absolutelynalication from INZ that she could not return on
her Canadian visitor's visa wavier while her assetsCanada were being adjudicated for
liquidation, and her Residency-plus application Wwemg processed.

On a practical level, | have already provided trgument of how ridiculous it is to consider that

Carolyn would violate the rules during any visitilghher very expensive residency application
(now on appeal) was being considered. To depicilgrosing any sort of threat to the NZ state,
considering her clean police certificates over lde fifteen years and her record of millions in

investment in New Zealand, is even more ridiculoilsen to add insult to injury to suspend her
opportunity to even visit her husband who is désciby INZ as not a “normal” resident is

bizarre. As her husband, | have resided in Newatehlvith Carolyn for over fifteen years. | am

also a GST and IRD registered tax resident, nohémtion being a long-standing director of a
number of New Zealand registered companies.

As to my status as a stateless person, | have slwagde it clear that, as a former CIA
whistleblower, | renounced my US citizenship for npgrsonal safety and freedom and
immediately and ever since have sought legal refugkresidence in New Zealand. My attempts
at obtaining New Zealand residency through the R@inBeview and Refugee processes failed.
The ostensible reason given for the denial of nyyuas application was not because it was shown
that my evidence was not credible, but simply, thatas not entirely provable (in spite of the
preponderance of hard documented evidence pre3enkéalvever, this should surprise no one
where interaction with a covert agency, like theACk concerned. Their stock in trade is that
everything should be deniable and nothing shouldrbgable. Once these processes were denied,
the only recourse left for me to remain safe aeé fvas the renouncement of my US citizenship
and thereby to become stateless.

The Ombudsman has accepted a separate case orhaifyrb€#356501 against IA and INZ (now
running over three years). This is primarily towaine@ removal of the five-year old deportation
order against me, which given my stateless statasmnot be acted on. Removing this
unenforceable (and therefore inadmissible) deportairder, would allow me a fair opportunity to
apply for citizenship under the 1977 NZ Citizensligt, para 9(1)d. This states if you would
otherwise be stateless, you have the right to aghpgtly to Internal Affairs for citizenship.

In fact, when we filed Carolyn’s complaint, it wagreed by chief investigator David Scott that
our two cases were obviously related and wouldhbestigated and decided upon in parallel. This,
recent provisional opinion clearly did not folloWwat commitment. Instead, it has allowed INZ to
use my circumstances separately as a scapegasitify the suspension of Carolyn’s opportunity
to return, even as a Canadian visitor.
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We believe that INZ are motivated to use this caral forced separation of husband and wife, for
international, rather than for domestic considersti Somehow, | am to be prodded to achieve the
impossible and leave the country without traveludoents. We have good reason to suspect that
the New Zealand Government, anxious to win whatigjudged to be the future President of the
USA's support for the TPP, sought to please Hill@tynton by acting against me, as the bearer of
credible witness against her and her husband.rnbisoincidence that | blew the whistle on the
Clintons’” money laundering scheme as far back &91%ave openly supported Trump for
president, and am currently contributing my evidetewthe US Congress and the FBI toward the
open, criminal investigation of the Clinton Foundat

Giving strength to my argument is the recent reli@iaof PM John Key’s contribution of $13.7
million of New Zealand tax dollars to the allegedigrrupt Clinton Foundation’s play-for-pay
scheme. With Clinton, now having lost the electiorbonald Trump (who has adamantly rejected
the TPP and is beyond reach of any ‘incentives’ ¢¢dld afford), there no longer seems good
reason ‘in the national interest’ for our continyesdsecution.

Although your decision to support the action of INi&ay not be challengeable on a legal technical
basis, we would ask you to continue your invesigatind look more closely at the unlawful
actions and corrupt motives of not just INZ butoats the NZ Government. Their motives are
highly questionable even if their actions are Iggpérmissible. This treatment of a senior, loving
couple, happily married for eighteen years, whoehaenefited New Zealand as investors and law-
abiding residents, is morally and ethically reprediele. Many years ago, the New Zealand
government ratified the UN Declaration of Human iRgg Could, or would the Ombudsman
support us were we to seek this as our furtherndgef2 Albeit, we are told by the NZ Human
Rights Commission that INZ violates human right$ thle time on the basis of national
sovereignty, and nothing can be done to prevettiitg so.

In conclusion, it is my request on behalf of Canond myself that this investigation against INZ
remains open and continues to be pursued until iagtbwn and Carolyn’s case can be reconciled
and together resolved.

Sincerely,
Parsion A W04 f/ (owrifer Klpre Wddben
Harmon L Wilfred Carolyn Dare Wilfred

CC: David Ballantyne, Canterbury Legal
David Scott, Ombudsman Senior Investigator
Hugh Steadman



