
EB-5 Regional Center Program Analysis Project 

Economic Impact Assessment & Practical Tips in EB-5 Regional 
Economic Development Methodologies 

IIUSA is seeking proposals from economists for a research paper on the 
EB-5 Regional Center Program, with intention of publishing in a peer-
reviewed regional economic development publication.  FY2012 was a 

record breaking year in terms of capital formation and economic impact 
for the Program.  It is an area of burgeoning activity that is ripe for 

research on multiple issues outlined below.  

(1) Program’s economic impact – U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services 
(USCIS) – the federal agency in charge of administering the Program 

commissioned a report by an independent organization to evaluate the EB-5 
Program, including an assessment of the Program’s economic impact to date.  

The report was based on 2008 data and published internally at USCIS in 
2010, but never publicly.  IIUSA obtained a copy of the report and internal 
government response, which called the economic impact projections into 

question, via Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).   

See Appendix A for a copy of this report. 

With new data available and the Program experiencing exponential growth 
(double the investor petitions were approved in Q1-Q3FY2012 than all of 

FY2011), all Program stakeholders and the public are in need of an updated 
assessment of the Program’s economic impact (past and future) using peer-

reviewed methodologies.  The models should account for the investment activity 
associated with the Program itself, in addition to the economic impact of 

immigrant investors moving their families to the U.S., purchasing real estate, 
durable goods, and professional services, before often seeking additional (non 
EB-5 related) investment opportunities.  Targeted data points include: GDP 

growth, tax revenue, and job creation (direct and indirect). 



(2) U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) – the federal agency 
in charge of administering the Program – has evolved in its requirements of 
approvable economic methodologies that measure job creation impact of EB-
5 regional economic development.  IIUSA has documented this evolution in 
a recent article titled “Trends in Approvals of Regional Centers in the EB-5 

Investor Visa Program” by Lincoln Stone.  The article is based on 200+ 
Regional Center designation notices dating back to the mid-90s through 2012. 

See Appendix B for latest EB-5 statistics from federal government. 

See Appendix C for a copy of this article. 

Based on the trends identified in the article, IIUSA is seeking peer-reviewed 
framework on what makes (here are some “terms of art”) a “reasonable” 
economic methodology that is “feasible” in the economic conditions of the 

proposed market of development, and “reproducible” thanks to transparent data 
sourcing with “verifiable detail.”  IIUSA will also seek input directly from 

USCIS’ Chief Economist on this section of the project. 
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1. Introduction 
This report presents the results of our review of the EB-5 Program's estimated contribution to 
the U.S economy. It begins with an overview of the program and then presents the methodology 
and data, a profile of the immigrant investors, and the findings of the economic assessment. 
The intent of this report is to provide a high-level snapshot of the program's economic impact 
over a finite period of time, provide perspective from alien investors who have successfully 
obtained permanent residence through the removal of conditions, and provide perspective from 
others involved in the EB-5 program to include regional center principals and USCIS 
adjudicators as to the.ir experience with the program. 

1.1 Overview of the EB-5 Program 
The EB-5 Program originated as part of the Immigration Act of 1990 to encourage non-U.S. 
residents to invest in the United States. Under the EB-5 Program, non-U.S. residents can invest 
in U.S. businesses and gain eligibility to apply for permanent residence in the U.S. as long as 
certain investment and job creation requirements are satisfied. 

The EB-5 Program initially required an investor to invest $1 million in a U.S. business that would 
create at least 10 direct full-time jobs, but the program was subsequently modified to increase 
its attractiveness. In 1992, Congress created the Immigrant Investor Pilot Program aimed at 
attracting a larger number of applicants to the EB-5 Program. Under this pilot program, foreign 
investors can invest in designated "Regional Centers" that make investments on behalf of 
investors. In a regional center or stand-alone investment scenario, investors are eligible to 
apply for permanent residence if they invest at least $500,000 in a "targeted employment are~. "1 

Under the Regional Center investment option, investors must demonstrate that their investment 
created at least 10 direct or i~direct full-time jobs for U.S. workers.2 

Regional Centers are defined by 8 CFR § 204.6( e) as "any economic unit, public or private, that 
is involved with the promotion of economic growth, including increased export sales, improved 
regional productivity, job creation, and increased domestic capital investment." Regional 
Centers focus on specific geographic areas and industries within the U.S. and must be 
approved by USCIS. · · 

Some USCIS-approved Regional Centers focus on one industry, while others focus on multiple 
industries. For instance, the California Wineries and Vineyards, LLC Regional Center 
purchases vineyards and invests in troubled vineyards on behalf of its.investors, while the 
Hawaii Regional Center invests in multiple industries, including agriculture, alternative energy, 
and film, among others. 

Although the EB-5 Program is allocated 10,000 visas annually, the.utilization of the program has 
been much lower. Figure 1 presents the total annual number of EB-5 visas issued to investors 
and their dependents as wen: as the number issued to inVestors only (a subset of the former). 

1 A "targeted employment area" is defined· by 8 CFR § 204.6(e) as an "area which, at the time of investment, is a rural area or 
an area which has experienced unemployment of at least 150 percent of the national average rate." 

2 Indirect jobs are those jobs shown to have been created collaterally or spawned as a result of capital invested through a · 
regional center by an EB-5 alien investor which are based on a sound economic analysis and indirect job creation multipliers. 
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"Total EB-5 Visas Issued" includes visas issued to investors as well as their dependents while "lnvestqr 
Visas" includes visas issued to t/Je investors only. Source: DHS Off{~e oflmmigration Statistics. 

As shown in Figure 1, the utilization of the EB-5 program has varied substantially since the 
inception of the program. The year with the highest EB-5 program utilization was 1997 when 
approximately 1 ,360 EB-5 visas were issued. After 1997, participation in the EB-5 program 
experienced a precipitous decline that lasted until 2003. This decline was likely due in part to 
the fact that the use of promi~sory notes as evidence of. investment was disallowed beginning in 
1998.3 The utilization of the program has experienced significant growth since 2003; the number 
of ES.:5 visas issued grew from 64 in 2003 to more than 1 ,300 in 2008. 

1.2 About the Adjudi.cation Process 
The EB-5 application proces$ begins with the submission of Form .1.-526 (Immigrant Petition by 
Alien Entrepreneur) with supporting documentation. The supporting documentation includes 
evidence that the applicant's investment plan satisfies the requirements of the EB-5 Program. 
Such requirements include the establishment of a new commercial enterprise, an investment of 
the requisite amount, and the creation of the requisite nurnber ofjobs. 

After receiving Form 1-526 and· supporting documentation, an adjudicator begins processing the 
application. If there are deficiencies in the application package, the adjudicator can request 
additional information by submitting a request for evidence (RFE) ~o the investor. 

If the 1-526 is denied, the adjudicator. composes and sends a letter describing the reasons for 
the denial to the applicant.4 If the 1-526 is approved, the applicant has two options for obtaining 

J The program had lax standards through 1998 allowing for the receipt of promissory notes in lieu of the total amount of 
investment required. The acceptance of promissory notes was discontinued in 1998. See H. Ronald Klasko, "The Impact of 
the Four Precedent Decisions on EB-5 Practice," September 2009. 

4 The applicant may appeal the decision by filing Form 1-2908 (Notice of Appeal to the Administrative Appeals Office). 

2 . 
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conditional permanent residence: (1) lfthe applicant is already resjding in the U.S., the applicant 
may submit an Adjustment of Status request by submitting Form 1-485 (Application to Register 
Permanent Residence or Adjust Status); or (2) If the applicant resides outside of the U.S., the 
applicant may apply for a visa through the U.S. Department of State. 

lf.the 1-526 is approved and the applicant is already residing in the U.S., the applicant submits 
Form 1-485 with supporting documentation for review by a USCIS adjudicator. If the Form 1-485 
package is approved, the investor is provided with an Alien Registration Card (Form 1-551) th~t 
grants the applicant a two-year period of conditional lawful residence. If the Form 1-485 
package is denied, the application process ends. 

If the 1-526 is approved and the applicant is not residing in the U.S., USC IS will forward the 
approved 1-526 to the U.S. Department of State's National Visa. Center (NVC) in Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire. Once the 1-526 has been processed by NVC then the applicant will be notified 
to report to an overseas U.S. Consulate Office where ~n immigrant visa interview will be 
conducted. If the immigrant visa application is denied, the application process ends. 

Once conditional residence is granted, the immigrant investor has a two-year probationary 
period to meet the conditions set forth in Form 1-526. Within 90 days of the expiration of 
conditional residence, the immigrant investor must submit Form 1-829 (Petition by Entrepreneur . 
to Remove Conditions) and·supporting documentation to USCIS to remove the conditions 
placed on his/her status if the EB-5 requirements have been satisfied. Form 1-829 is the primary 
source of data for the analysis presented in this report. 

An EB-5 adjudicator begins processing the 1-829 and supporting documentation once received. 
If any deficiencies exist, the adjudicator may issue an RFii to the immigrant investor to obtain 
clarifying or additional information. If the 1-829 is approved, the immigrant investor has the 
conditions on his/her lawful permanent residence removed and becomes a lawful permanent 
resident without conditons; i.e., a "green card" holder. If the 1-829 is denied, a USCIS district 
director will notify that the applicant that his/her petition does not satisfy the requirements for 
removing the condition. The conditional resident may seek review of the district' director's 
decision by an Immigration Judge in removal proceedings.5 

·• 

While not required, an immigrant investor may choose to eventually become a naturalized U.S. 
citizen by submitting Form N-400 (Application for Naturali:z;ation) no less than five years after the 
date of approval of. Form 1-485. 

5 See 8 CFR §§ 216.6(d)(2), 1216.6(d)(2); Memorandum from Michael A. Pearson, INS Executive Associate Comm'r, "EB-5 Field 
Memorandum No. 9: Form 1~829 Processing (Mar. 3, 2000). · 
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2. Data and Approach 
This section outlines the data and approach used to estimate the economic impact of the EB-5 
immigrant investor program on the United States economy. The primary data source was 
approved 1-829 forms (Petition by Entrepreneur to Remove Conditions). These documents 
eontain information regarding the investors' demographic and financial profiles. 

To conduct the economic impact analysis, ICF used the 1M PLAN tool. Additional detail about 
this tool is presented in sequent sections. · 

2.1 Data Sources 

Form 1-829 

ICF performed a detailed data capture of numerous fields on approved 1-829 forms •. As 
explained in the Introduction, immigrant investors submit Form 1-829 and supporting 
documentation to have the conditions on their lawful permanent residence removed and 
become permanent "green card" holders. Immigrant investors may submit Form 1-829 within 90 
days of the ~xpiration of their two-year conditional residence. 

An advantage of using Form 1-829 data for this analysis is that immigrant investors have 
generally been residing .in the U.S. for about two years when it is submitted. Thus, information 
about the outcome of their investments, such as the total investment, type of business, and 
ownership is presumably more cutrent and reliable than at tlie time at which they applied. 

ICF conducted the data capture in December 2009 at the USC IS Office of Records in 
Washington, DC. The files were obtained from a USCIS storage facHity. We collected data from 
295 approved 1-829 forms submitted to USCIS by immigrant investors whose initial investments 
were made from 1992 to 2007.6 We use the "date of initial investment" because these data 
reflect the point when the investments start circulating through the economy. 

The following fields of data were captured: 

• City, state, and country of residence 

• Country of birth 

• Date of birth 

• Marital status. 

• Number of children 

• Type of enterprise 

• Kind of business 

• Date business established 

• Date of initial investrn~nt 

s The 295 files were for investors only, and included sufficiently valid data. 
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• · Amount of initial investment 

• Percentage of enterptise owned by investor 

• Number .of employees at the time of .investment, at the time of 1-829 submission, and the 
number ofjobs created by the investment 

• Gross and net income for three years, where available 

• Whether the enterprise filed for bankruptcy, ceased business operations, or changed 
their business operations since the date of initial investment. 

• Whether the enterprise sold corporate assets, shares, property, or withd~ew capital since 
the date of initial investment 

• The amounts and dates of subsequent investment into the enterprise, where available. . 

Form 1-829 contains self-reported data. As is generally the case with self reported data, data 
cleanup was required. This cleanup included allocating investment and incom~ data into the 
appropriate years, creating year-specific investment totals, and standardizing industry types. 

. ; . ' 

Additional data standardization was required for the data we obtained from the "Kind of 
business" question on Form 1-829. Form 1-829 does not have a st~ndardized set of industries 
from which to choose so applicants may indicate whatever industry they feel best fits their 
business type. Following standard 1M PLAN modeling practice, we mapped the "Kind of 
business" data entered on Form 1 .. 829 to the 1M PLAN industry sectors. When discussing the 
industry of investment, w~ refer to the 1M PLAN indus.try sectors for consistency. The 1M PLAN 
industry sectors differ from the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes. 
See Appendix 6 for the 1M PLAN industry sector- NAICS code industry crosswalk table. 

Other Data 

EB-51nvestor Visas 

Because the sample captured is a subset of the total population of participants in the EB-5 
program, ICF calculated sample weights to estimate the total investment values of the entire 
popula.tion of EB-5 investments. To calculate the weights, we collected the total number of EB-5 
investor conditional visas issued (not including the visas issued to the dependents of EB-5 
participants) from the Yearbook of Immigration Statistics.7 We then' calculated simple year
specific weights as follows: 

1 

w, = ( ;J vmere 

Sy !s the number of EB-5 investors in the sample who made their initial investments in year y, 
and 

ty is the total number of EB-5 investor conditional visas issued in year y. 

7 Source: http://www.dhs.gov/files/statistics/publications/yearbook.shtm (accessed on January 15, 2010). 
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By multiplying these weights by the investment amounts in our sample, we seek to approximate 
the total )nvestment for the entire EB-5 investor population for each year. We use this weighting 
process in the economic impact analysis. Although sample weights are commonly used for 
extrapolating a sample to a population, we do not have a measure of how reflective of reality the 
sample weights are. 

Specifically, detailed data for the total program population do not exist in any database. For 
example, the Yearbook of Immigration Statistics does not break down the number of investors 
by industry. Furthermore, USCIS does not have an administrative database for the program that 
can help determine the number of program investors at the required level of detail (for example, 
the number ofinvestors from .South Korea who invested in restaurants in 2005). Thus, the lack 
of detailed data about the population prevents us from determining how accurately the sample 
reflects the population. 

Consumer Price Index 

The inputs used in the analysis were expressed in nominal dollars (i.e., not adjusted for 
inflation). Where applicable, ICF adjusted impact estimates into a eommon value of 2009 dollars 
using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

2.2 Approach 

Analysis Timeframe 

The analysis consists of two general sections: a demographic and financial· profile of immigrant 
investors, and an estimated economic impact analysis. 

The demographic and financial profile of immigrant investors is intended to describe the type of 
investor who participates in the EB-5 program. Following guidance .from USCIS, we use data on 
immigrant investors whose initial investments were made from 1992 to 2007 for the investor 
profile section because it provides the most comprehensive summary of the typical immigrant 
investor. 

For the·economic analysis, we also followed USCIS guidance and limited the sample to those 
observations where the initial investment was made from 2001 to 2006. There are several 
reasons to limit the sample. First, there have been significant changes in the program over the 
years. Second, broader economic conditions change substantially over time. An industry 
receiving a significant amount of foreign investment in a given year may receive very little the 
next year. In addition, technological changes can alter how investments in certain industries 
impact employment creation over time. Finally, the overwhelming majority of our sample was 
from 2001 to. 2006. Again, we use the "date of initial investmenr because these data reflect the · 
point when the investments start circulating through the economy. 

In short, the timeframe for the profile of investors is 1992 to 2007; for the economic analysis, it is 
2001 to 2006. 

IMPLAN Model 

Overview of 1M PLAN 
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ICF used the IMPLAN model to assess the economic impacts associated with EB-5 investments 
from 2001 to 2006. 1M PLAN, a proprietary model maintained by the Minnesota 1M PLAN Group, 
is a widely accepted framework for anal~ing the effects of an economic stimulus on a pre
specified economic region. According to its web site, 1M PLAN has more than 1,500 active users 
of its databases and software in the United States and internationally. IMPLAN is used by a 
wide variety of federal and state governments, universities, and private sector researchers and 
consultants. 8 

IMPLAN's data is partly based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) input-output tables. The 
input-output tables enable us to observe relationships between different industries in the 
production of goods and serVices. They also enable us to observe relationships between 
consumers (including households and governments) and the various producing industries. For 
this study, we used a single-region (i.e., the entire United States), 440-industry sector model. 
For more information about the IMPLAN modeling framework and methodology used in this 
analysis, please refer to Appendix A. A description of how the model estimates impacts is 
provided below. 

The IMP LAN analysis involves several steps: ( 1) We first configure the model inputs for each 
investment category for each year; (2) 1M PLAN, using the input-output tables, simulates the 
effect of the investments on the Gross Domestic Product (GOP); and (3) 1M PLAN translates the 
. GDP effect on job creation and tax revenue using historical data. 

Whenever new industry activity or income .is injected into an economy, it starts a ripple effect 
that creates a total economic· impact that is often larger than the initial input. This ripple effect 
occurs because the recipients of the new income spend some percentage of it, and the 
recipients of that share, in tum~ spend some of it, and so on. The total spending impact of the 
new activity/income is the sum of these progressive rounds of spending throughout the 
economy. Our modeling framework uses the three types of multipliers in 1M PLAN to represent 
these successive rounds of spending: · 

• Direct- The direct multipliers represent the impacts on GOP and employment due to 
the industry investments that result in final demand changes. For example, investors can 
make direct investments in the automobile manufacturing industry. 

• Indirect- The indirect multipliers represent the impacts on GOP and employment 
associated with a second round of spending in industries that sell goods or provide 
services to those experiencing a direct spending impact. Continuing with our example, 
indirect spending represents the investment made by the automobile manufacturing 
industry in the rubber and steel industries when it purchases raw materials. 

• Induced - Finally, the induced multipliers represent the impacts on GOP and 
employment due to consumers' expenditures arising from the new household incomes . 
thatare generated by· the direct and indirect effects. In our example, this is personal 
spending of the employees of the automobile manufacturing, rubber, and steel industries 
as they use their wages to purchase goods and services (such as food and health care) 
in the local economy. · 

a More information is available at www.implan.com. 
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To illustrate how the three multipliers are connected, consider the following example: 

An annual investment of $25,million in real estate leads to 150 new jobs in the real estate 
services and development industry sectors. These jobs are the result of the direct investment 
and are known as "direct jobs." Because the real estate industry is connected to other industries 
through economic linkages, the 150 direct jobs create an additional100 jobs in other industries 
that sell goods or provide services to the real estate industry (such as legal services, 
construction,_and architectural and engineering services, among others). These additional jobs 
are known as "indirect jobs." · 

Because the direct and indirect jobs create income for the workers involved, which is then spent 
on consumption activities (such as in food, housing, health care, and entertainment), these 
expenditures lead to further economic activity and employment. These jobs, (roughly 75, in our 
example), are known as "induced jobs." Thus, the total number of jobs created by the $25 
million investment in this example is 325, of which 175 are created in "support" industries. 
These 175 jobs are the result of economic "multiplier" effects. 

It should be noted that because of the static nature of the 1M PLAN model, the employment 
impacts are calculated in terms of "annual jobs." 

,. 
It is likely that once the job is·created, it will be sustained. Howeve~. to ensure that the impacts 
presented in this report are not overstated, we follow common practice and assume 
conservatively that the job impacts are limited to a one-year periodl Thus, the employment 
estimates reported in this analysis represent the number of annual jobs supported. "Annual 
jobs" denote the number of "bodies" employed who otherwise would be unemployed. 

It should also be noted that IMPLAN does not distinguish betweenfull-time and part-time 
employment. Therefore, impacts presented in this report equate to the actual number of 
"bodies" employed, rather than the amount of full-time employment activity generated. For 
simplicity, in this report we sometimes use the term "jobs" to denote "annual jobs." 

The annualized GOP and tax impacts identify the economic impact of the EB-5 program. These 
dollar values represent the investments placed into the economy each year aggregated over 
time. 

' 
The economic impact results presented in this report are estimates based on a widely-accepted 
economic model. The 1M PLAN estimates are based on historical experience and so will not 
apply exactly in any given investment episode. Furthermore, the uncertainty is likely to be 
higher now because the recent recession was unusual ih both its fundamental causes and its 
severity. 

Calculator for Ongoing Economic Evaluation 

ICF created an Excel-based economic impact calculator that may be used to estimate the 
overall hnpacts of EB-5 investments in future years based on the number of investors expected 
to join the program. We provided a copy of this Excel tool to USCIS. 

To create this tool, ICF used the estimated impacts on GOP, employment, state and local taxes, 
and federal taxes from 2001 to 2006. It should be noted that the calculator must be used to 
assess the nationwide impacts since the underlying 1M PLAN model is based on a single, U.S.· 
wide file. The calculator is not intended to capture impacts on a specific region, state, or county. 
Furthermore, the calculator is designed to provide ~n impact estimate based on an overall level 
of investment. For industry-specific analyses, the direct use of IMPLAN is required. 
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To calculate the GOP and employment impacts, ICF divided the direct, indirect, and induceq 
impact totals from 2001 to 2006 by the number of EB-5 participants who made their initial 
investments over the same time period. To calci.J_Iate the impact on tax revenue, ICF dividep the 
individual tax categories summed across the same time period by the same number of EB-5 
investors. Using these multipliers, ICF then. created an Excel-based tool that automatically 
calculates impact estimates based on the number of expected new EB-5 investors. 

. . ' 

An example of the analysis that can be conducted using the calculator appears in Section 3.3 
below, Calculating the Economic Impact of Future Investments. 

3. Findings 
This section of the report presents the results of the analysis. Section 3.1 provides a 
demographic and financial profile of the immigrant investors. Section 3.2 presents the results of 
the estimated economic impact analysis. Section3.3 provides an overview for a calculator 
which can be used to estimate the overall economic impact of future investments. 

3.1 Profile of Immigrant Investors 

Demographics . 

This section presents the profile of immigrant investors. The profile includes descriptive 
statistics, where applicable,- of both demographic and financial investor characteristiC$. This 
section is based on the sample of 295 investors who made their initial investments from 1992 to 
2007. . 

Country of birth 

The sample of EB-5 participants includes immigrant .investors from 31 different countries. The 
vast majority (78 percent) of these individuals are from Asia. The second-most represented 
continent in our sample is Europe with 15.3 percent of the total. North America, Africa, and 
South America represent 3.1 'percent, _2. 7 percent, and 1 percent of the total, respectively. 

As presented in Table 1, more than 43 percent of the investors in the sample are from South 
Korea. The second- and third'-most represented countries are China and Taiwan with 
approximately 14.2 percent and 9.2 percent of the total, respectively. 

The United Kingdom, with 6.1 percent of the total, is the most-represented European country 
with the Netherlands representing 4.4 percent and Germany representing 1.7 percent. 
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Table 1. EB-5 Countries by Investor Origin 

Country of Birth Number Percent 

South Korea 129 43.7 
People's Republic of China 42 14.2 
Taiwan 27 9.2 
United Kingdom 18 6.1 
The Netherland·s 13 4.4 
Japan 12 4.1 
Canada T 2.4 
lndiei 7 2.4 
Germany 5 1..7 

South Africa 5 . 1.7 

Other countries9 30 10.2 

TOTAL 295 10Q.O 
Sample su.mma,Y 

Age at Initial investment 

Figure 2 below presents the distribution of the age at the date of initial investment for the 
investors. The median age of investor in the study sample at the date of initial investment is 44 
years. The youngest investor: in the sample was 20 years old at the date of initial investment; 
and the oldest investor was a:lmost 76 years aid. 

9 Other countries in the sample comprising 1.0 percent of the total or less are: Indonesia, Hong K9ng, Italy, Malawi, Mexico, 
Poland, Switzerland, Brazil, Colombia, Congo, France, Ireland, Lebanon, Pakistan, North Korea, Russia, Spain, Thailand, and 
Venezuela. 
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Figure 2. Age at Initial Investment· 
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Top Destination States 

Table 2 displays a breakdown of the top ten destination states (i.e., state of current residence 
referenced on Form 1-829) for the EB-5 investors in the study sample. · 

' . 

Table 2. EB-Sinvestor Destination States 

State of Residence Number Percent 

California\' 149 51.0 

New York 41 14.0 

Florida 12 4.1 

Washington 12 4.1 

New Jersey 9 3.1 

Texas 9 . 3.1 
Hawaii 7 2.4 

Massachuse~s 5 1.7 

Virginia 5 1.7 
• Georgia 4 1.4 

Other states 39 13.4 

TOTAL 292 100.0 
Sample summary. Three 1-829 files did notindicate the state ofresidence. 

The investors settled in 31 different states. More than half of the immigrant investors moved to 
California. The second-most represented destination state for EB-5 investors is New York with 
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approximately 14 percent of the total. The remaining states individually represent 4.1 percent of 
the total or less. · 

Table 3 presents the breakdown of the top destination ~tates by country of origin. 

Table 3. Destination States by Country of Origin 

Most Popular Percent of Other Popular 
Percent of 

Country's Country~s 
Country of Origin Destination e·e-s Destination EB•S 

State 
lnve.s.t~r$ 

State(s) Investors 

Canada CA 28.6 AZ, CO, FL, MA 14.3 

Germany CA 40.0 FL, NY; rx· 20.0 
India CA 71.4 FL, PA 14.3 

Japan CA 41.7 HI 16.7 

People's Republic of China CA .76.2 WA 7.1 ' 

South Africa CA 40.0 FL, NJ, OH 20.0 
South Korea CA 44.2 NY 26.4 

Taiwan CA 73.1 HI, TX, WA 7.7 
The Netherlands Ml 30.8 TX 23.1 

United Kingdom CA 61.1 FL 22.2 

For nine of the top ten EB-5 countries of origin, the top destination state is California. The 
exception .is the Netherlands where the top destination state is Michigan, which welcomed more 
than 30 percent of the Dutch immigrant investors. California has particularly high concentrations 
of EB-5 investors from Chifla, Taiwan, and India - more than 76 percent, 73 percent, and 71 
percent of EB-5 investors from these countries, respectively, live in California. 

Family status 

Table 4 presents the breakdown of the investors' marital status and number of children. 
Approximately 85. percent of the EB-5 investors are married, more than 92 percent of whom 
have at least one child .. The majority of the married investors in the sample have two children. 
Only 15 percent of the investors are single, 59 percent of whom do not have any children. The · 
vast majority of the investors in the sample had at least one dependent wtio immigrated to the 
U.S. with them. 
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' . 
Table 4. EB-Sinvestors Family Status 

Number of Marital S.tatus 
Children Single Married Total 

0 26 18 44 (14.9%) 

5 61 66 (22.4%) 

2 10 129 139 (47.1%) 

3 3 35 ·38 (12.9%) 
4 0 7 7 (2.4%) 

5 0 1 1 {<1%} 

Total 44 {14~9%}' 251 {85.1%} 295 
Sample summary. Totals may not sum due to rounding .. 

Financial 

Type of enterprise 

Form 1-829 allows immigrant investors to select among three options regarding the type of 
enterprise in Which they invested: 

1. Resulting from the creation of a n~w business 

2. Resulting from the reorganization of an existing business· 

3. Resulting from a capital investment in an existing business. 

More than 94 percent selected option 1 : New enterprise from the cr~$tion of a new business. 
Three investors indicated that their investment was in a. new com.rriercial enterprise resulting 
from the reorganization of an existing business, and 11 investors indicated that their investment 
was in a new commercial enterprise resulting from a capital investment in an existing business. 

Industry bre~kdown 

The EB-5 participants in our sample invested in a diverse array of 64 industries.10 Table 5 
presents the top ten industries by number of investors. 

1o Form 1-829 does not have a standardized set of industries from which to choose; applicants may indicate an industry they feel 
best fits their business type. For the analysis, we mapped the "kind of business" entered by the EB-5 investor on Form 1-829 to 
IMPLAN industry sectors. When discussing the i,ndustry of investment, we refer to the IMPLAN industry sectors for 
consistency. 
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Tabla 5. Top 10 Industries by Number of Investors 

Industry Number of Investor$ 

Real estate ·. 

Dai,.Y cattle and milk production 
Hospitals 
Aircraft manufacturing 
Legal services 

All other crop farming 
Food services and drinking pl~ces 
Tree nut farming 
Elementary and secondary schools 
(private schools) 

Distilleries 

Other 

TOTAL 
Sample summary 

103 

21 
18 

15 

11 
10 

8 
8 

7 

6 
88 

29.5 

Real estate is the.most popular industry by a ·wide margin. Since the implementation of the EB-5 
pilot program, an estimated 35.percent of investors have invested in the real est!ate ind.ustry. 
The seCQnd-most popular industry category is dairy cattle and milk production with seven 
percent of the investors. Industry popularity declines sharply within the remaining top ten 
industries, illustrating the diversity of industries selected by immigrant investors as well as the 
popularity of the real estate ind~stry. · · 

table 6 presents the most popular industries for the top ten EB-5 countries of origin. The real 
estate industry is one of the most popular industries in which to invest for EB-5 participants for 
nine of the top ten countries of origin. Again, the exception is the Netherlands, almost 85 
percent of whose EB-5 investors invest in the dairy cattle and milk production industry. Other 
top industries include aircraft manufacturing and hospitals for investors from. China and food 
services and legal services for investors from Taiwan. 

Table 6. Popular Industries for Top EB-5 Countries by Investor Origin 

Country of 
Ori~in 

Canada 

Germany 

Industries 

Real estate 

ConstruCtion 

Dairy ~ttle and milk production 

Food services and drinking places 

Legal serviceS 

Real estate 

____ Hotels and motels 

14 

Percent of 
Country's Total 

42.9 

14.3 

60.0 

20.0 
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.India 

Japan 

People's 
Republic of 

China 

South Africa 

·South Korea 

Taiwan 

The 
Netherlands 

United 
Kingdom 

Retail • ~uilding materials 

Real estate 

JeWelry ,and silverware manufactu_ring 

Retail • Food and beverages 

Retail • Furniture and home furnishings 

Un-laminated plastics ma~ufa~ring 
Real estate 

All other crop farmi.ng 

Junior colleges, colleges, universities, and professional schools 

Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation 

Motor vehicle parts mahufacturi~g 
Real estate 

Aircraft manufacturing 

Hospitais 

All other crop farming 

Furniture 1 wholesale trade 

Legal services 

Wholesale Trade 

Real estate 

All other crop farming 

Ship building and repair 
Real estate 

Hospitals 

Real estate 

Food services and drinking places 

Legal Services 

Aircraft manufacturing 

All other crop farming 

Wholesale trade 
Dairy cattle and milk production 

Real estate 
Real estate 

Food s~rvices and drinking places 
Mat~ai handling equipment 
manufacturing 

42.9 

14.3 

66.7 

8.3 

9.5 

4.8 

60.0 

20.0 

38.0 

10.1 

11.1 

7.4 

84.6 

88.9 

5.6 

*For both China and Taiwan, mu.ltiple industries tied for the most popular industry, hence the inclusion of 
multiple !ndustries in the top line of the "Industries" column. 

Table 7presents the most popular industries in the top ten EB-5 investor destination states. 

15 

23 

IIUSA DOC#0032102 - www.iiusa.org



Tabl:e 7. Popular Industries in Top 10 States 

State Industry Percerit of State's Total 
--

California Real estate 41.6 

Florida Real estate 50.0 

Georgia D~iry cattle and milk 50.0 Production 
Hawaii Real estate 42.9 

Massa¢husetts 
Real estate 

40.0 
Aircraft manufacturing 

New Jersey Real estate 22.2 

New York Hospitals_ 26.8 

Texas Dairy cattle and milk 33.3 eroduction 
Virginia Real estate 80.0 

. --

Washington Real estate 25.0 

The real estate industry is one of the most popular industries for seven of the top ten states. In 
Virg'inia, for example, 80 per¢ent of EB-5 participants in the sample invested in real estate 
ventures. The states of Georgia and Texas, on the other hand, welcome a high proportion of 
immigrant investors who invest in the dairy cattle and milk production industry. 

Business ownership 

Table 8 describes the percent of business owned by the EB-5 partiGipants in the sample. 

Table 8. Percent of Business Owned by EB-5 Investors 

Percent of Business Owned Number Percent 

Less than 1 0 percent 165 55.9 
1 0-1 ~ percent 23 7.8 
20-49 percent 12 4.1 
50-79 percent 15 5.1 
80-99 percent 9 '3.1 
100 percent . "70 23.7 

TOTAL 294 .. 100.0 
Sample summary. One file did not' include information regarding the percent Of the business owned. 

Almost 56 percent of the investors own less than 1 0 percent of the companies in which they 
invested. On the other hand, more than 23 percent of the investors owned 1 00 percent of the 
companies in which they invested. 
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Evaluating the percent ownership for the top ten industries, as shown in Table 9 below, reveals 
several interesting relationships petween the industries and ownership percentages. 

Table 9. Percent OWnership for Top 10 Industries 

Industry 
Percent of business owned 

Less than 10 f_:!ercent 100 f_:!ercent 

Real estate 83.5 0 
Dairy cattle and milk production 19;1 38.1 
Hospitals 100.0 0 
Aircraft manuf~cturing 100.0 0 
legal services 100.0 0 
All other crop farming · 0.0 100.0 
Food services ~nd drinking places 0.0 62.5 
Tree nut farming 0.0 100.0 
Elementary and secondary schools 100.0 0 
Distilleries 100.0 0 

More than 70 percent of the investors invested in the top ten industries. Of these, those who 
invested in hospitals, aircraft manufacturing, legal services; elementary and secondary schools, 
and distilleries own less than, 1 0 percent of the enterprise. A similar relationship exists in real 
estate where more than 83 p~rcent of the investors own less than :' 0 percent of the business. 

The opposite is true for the r~staurant and agriculture-related industries. For example, all of the 
EB-5 partiqipants who invested in the crop farming and tree nut farming industries owned 1 00 
percent of the companies in which they invested. The food services and dairy cattle and milk 
production industries show a .similar relationship but to a lesser extent. These statistics may 
reflect the varying capital investments required for these industries~ 

Total sample investment 

Table 10 highlights the total investment for the top ten IMPLAN industry sectors by amounts 
invested. This analysis is based on the sample of 295 immigrant investors who made their initial 
investments from 1992 to 2007.11 

The real estate industry has received an estimated $70 million (or 28 percent of the total) from 
EB-5 investors since the implementation ofthe pilot program. The second-most popular industry 
by amount invested was dair)t cattle and milk production, which received more than $25 million 
(or 1 b percent of the total). The remaining industries received investment amounts that equal 
four percent of the total or le~s. 

11 As mentioned previously, the program had lax standards throug~ 1998 allowing for the receipt of promissory notes in lieu of 
the total amount of inv!!stment required. The acceptance of promissory notes was discontinued in 1998. 
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. . . 

Table.10. Total investment for To_p 10 Industries by:Amount Invested 

. Initial ipv~stment 

Industry 

Real estate 
Dairy cattle and milk production · 
Hospitals 
Food se~:Vices and drinking places 
All other crop farming 
Aircraft manufacturing 

Construction and maintenance of 
comm~rcial and residential structures 
Hotels and motels, including casino 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

h1Y8$tment 

69,984,5_28 

25,021,858 

9,850,41'0 

9;501,317 

8,694,568 

1,435,8.22 

6,882,711 

hotels $ 6,1 00,199 

Legal services $ 6,073,656 

Tree ,nutJarming $ 5, 791 ,971 
Sample ~ummary. Investment amounts are in 2009 dollars . 

Form 1 .. 829 does not have a· fjeld that indicate.s which investment program was selected by the 
EB-5 participant (i.e., through a Regional Center or not). Figure 3 presents a breakdown of the 
initial investment amounts. These dat~ dq not reflect any possible subsequent investments; 
these data are p~esented to gauge the interest in the Regional Center investment option. 

200 
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~ 
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Figure 3. Amount oflnitial_.lnvestment 
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Amouflt of lriitiallnvestment 

The data tn Figure 3 illustrate the popularity of.the Regional Center investment option. More 
than 73 percent of the investors (218 investors in the sample) invested the EB-5 Regional 
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Center current minimum inv~$tment requirement ($500,000) or les$.12 An additional 38 investors 
invested amounts greater than the Regional Center minim urn requirement but less than the 
minimum requirement for the non-Regional Center investment program. Thirty-nine investors (or 
approximately 13 percent of the total) invested $1,000,000 or more. 

Subsequent investments beyond the initial investments are not very common. Only 53 EB-5 
investors in our sample (18 percent) invested additional funds following their in!tial investment. 

Financial success of investments 

Form 1-829 includes two questions that pertain to the overall financial success of the investment. 
The first question asks if the enterprise filed for bankruptcy, ceased business operations, or if 
there were changes in the business org~nization or ownership since the date of initial 
investment. Only 8.8 percent of all the investors answered this question in the affirmative. This 
indicates that, overall, the businesses into which E6-5 participants invested were successful by 
this measure. 

The second question pertaining to financial success asks if the cof'Dpany sold corporate assets, 
shares, ·property, or withdrew; capital since the date of initial investment. Only three percent of 
the investors answered this question in the affirmative, indicating a relatively high level of 
stability regarding the corporate structure and ownership of the bu$inesses owned.13 

3.2 Estimated Economic Impact 
The econom.ic analysis focuses on the direct, indirect, and induced impacts of EB-5 investments 
on GOP and employment. The eGonomic analysis is based on investors whose initial 
investment was made from 2001 to 2006. 

Estimated Gross Domestic Product 

Our estimates indicate that EB-5 participants have had a substantial impact on the U.S. GOP 
since the program's inception. The annual impacts on GOP vary significantly depending on the 
number of investors, amount of annual initial investment, and the industry sectors in which the 
investments were made. Figure 4 displays the estimated impacts on GOP from 2001 to 2006. 

12 The sample contained 30 cases in which the initial investment amount was reported as less than $500,000. We have no data 
that would allow us to explain these ~ses where the initial investment was below $500,000.These cases are distributed 
among the years of the sample as follows: 1992 (1 case), 1995 (1 case), 1997 (1 case), 1998 (1 case), 1999 (3 cases}, 2000 
(2 cases}, 2001 (4 cases), 2002 (1 case), .2003 (2 cases), 2004 (4 cases), 2005 (4 cases), and 2006 (6 cases). No such cases 
were present in 2007. ' 

13 No data exist to assess long-term viability of businesses created (or expanded) through the program. 
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Figure 4. Estimated GOP Impact of EB·S Investments 
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'.Amounts shown are in .2009 doll@r terms,. 

EB-5 investments and the resulting economic activity addeq an estimated $700 million (in 2009 
dollars) to the U.S. GOP from 2001 to 2006. This is equivalent to an average impact on GOP of 
approximately $117 million per year. GOP is a measure of the val~e added contributed by the 
EB-5 investments. Of the total GOP impact, $162 million was direq~ activity into the invested 
i'ndustries. An additional $254 million was generated in indirect act.i.vity from industry spending, 
and finally, a subsequent $284 million was generated in induced activity from personal 
spending. 

Within the timeframe analyzed, the program in 2005 created the largest impact on GOP, when 
an estimated $213 million was added to the U.S. economy through EJ3 ... 5 investments. 
_lnterestjngly, the .impact on GOP was greater in 2005 than 2006 eyen though the total 
investment in 2006 was greater than .in 2005. This result is attributable to a difference in the 
industry mix between 2005 ahd 2006. Industry multipliers are depe,rident ori the industries in 
which investments are made .. The industry mix changes a·nnually throughout the analysis 
timeframe and, thus, the overall program multiplier also varies on an annual basis. 

Table 11 presents the top ten indu!)try sectors by increase in GOP for the years 2001 to 2006. 
'· 
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Table 11. Top Industry Sectors14 by Increase in GOP, 2001-2006 

ind.ustry Sector 

Real estate 'establishments 
Wholesale tradt:! businesses 
Increased e.arnings from rental activity 
for owner-occupied dwellings 
Food services and drinking places 
Monetary authorities and depository 
credit intermediation activities 
Electric power generation, 
transmission, and distribution 
Paperboard container manufacturing 
Management of compani~s and 
enterprises 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Increase in (?DP 

66,81"4,308 
55,148,912 

28,29,8,238 

20,292,076 

17,914,610 

17,665,786 

17;040,228 

16,092,289 

Private hospitals $ 1_5,494,816 
Personal care services $ 15;064,669 · 

Amou/1fs shown are in 2009 dollar terms. 

From 2001 to 2006, the real estate industry sector experienced the highest impact on GOP with 
an estimated increase of almost $67 milfion. The second-most impacted industry sector in terms 
of GOP was wholesale trade businesses, which experienced an estimated increase of more 
than $55 million. In total, the top ten industry sectors by increase in GOP experienced an 
estimated increase of almost·$470. million from 2001 to 2006. · 

Table 12 presents the top ten industry sectors by increase in annual jobs for the years 2001 to 
2006. 

Table 12. Top Industry Sectors by Increase in Annual Jobs, 2001-2006 

industry Sector 

Real estate establishments 
Personal care services 
Food servi_ces 

' Wholesale trade businesses 
Dairy cattle &:_milk production 
Motor vehicle: & parts retail 
Automotive r~pair 
Paperboard container manufacturing 
Furniture & home furnishingS! reta.il 
Private hospitals 

Ann~aJ J()bs · 

1,569 
869 
850 
546 
306 
303 
290 
256 
256 
246 

14 We present the analysis based on IMPLAN industry sectors because their tiUes are more descriptive {and easier to 
understand) than the NAICS tifies. These industries sectors are defined by IMPLAN. IMPLAN bases its industry sectors on 
NAICS industry classifications; however, they are not a one-to-one match. See Appendix B for the IMPLAN industry sector-
NAICS code industry crosswalk. . 
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In addition to experiencing the highest estimated impact on GOP from 2001 to 2006, the real 
estate industry sector also saw the generation of the most annual jobs over the same time 
period with an estimated 1 ,569 annual jobs created. The second-most impacted industry in · 
terms of annual jobs created was the personal care services industry, which experienced an 
estimated increase of 869 annual jobs from 2001 to 2006. The personal care industry sector 
comprises establishments, such as barber and beauty shops that provide appearance care 
services to individual consuniers. In total, the top ten industry sectors in terms of increase in 
annual jobs experienced an estimated increase of almost 5,500 annual jobs due to the EB"5 
program from 2001 to 2006. 

Estimated Employment 

Annual immigrant investor activity across the United States has generated or saved significant 
employment from 2001 to 2006.15 As shown in Table·12. above, some industries generate a 
particularly large n·umber of jobs, including real estate establishments, personal care services, 
and food services and drinking places. 16 

Figure 5 presents the estimated employment impacts generated by EB-5 investm~nts from 2001 
to 2006. · 

Fig·ure 5. Estimated Employment Impact of EB·5 Investments 
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15 Not all of the increased GOP translates into new job creation. In some cases, tne irhp~ct.comes in the way of increases in 
hours of work among employed workers, a move from part-time to full-time work and, iri some cases, from higher worker 
productivity. · 

16 IMPLAN employment estimates include both full-time and p~rt-time employment. · 
;. 
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From 2001 to 2006, EB-5 inv~stments helped create an estimated 12,000 annual jobs for . 
workers in the U.S. On average, the estimated annual impact associated with EB-5 investment 
was approximately 2,000 an11ual jobs. Of these jobs, it is estimated that 48 percent were direct, 
22 percent were indirect, and 30 percent were induced. As indicat~d above, "annual jobs" refers 
to the number of "bodies" who get a job; we use the terms annual jobs and jobs 
interchangeably. ;; 

Between 2001 and 2006, the,' year with the highest level of employment creation was 2005 when 
an estimated 3,000 annual jobs were created or sustained. Of those, direct, indirect, and 
induced jobs represent ~n estimated 38 percent, 28 percent, and 3,5 percent of the total, 
respectively. ' 

Variations in the employment impacts depend on the number of investors; amount of 
investment, and characteristics of the industries in which the investments were made, among 
other things. In some years, the employment multiplier-the number of indirect and induced job
ye~rs generated from direct investment~was relatively high due to the industry mix. In those 
years, there was significant investment in professional sectors (and, in one case, manufacturing, 
which generally generates iarge impacts throughout the rest of the economy). 

The EB-5 program requires that the investment generate at least 1 0 direct, indirect, or induced 
jobs per investor, depending on the investment option selected. Our estimates suggest that EB-
5 investors contributed approximately 21 direct, indirect; or induced jobs, on average, from 2001 
to 2006. 

Estimated Federal Tax Revenue 

It is estimated that the Federal government has accrued millions of. do.llars in tax revenues as a 
result of immigrant investors' contribution to the U.S. economy. These revenues come from 
social insurance taxes (such as taxes on employee and employer contributions to retirement 
programs), indirect business taxes (such as excise taxes or duty taxes), corporate profits taxes, 
and personal taxes. Figure 6 presents Federal tax revenue estimates resulting from EB-5 
participants' investments. 
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Figure 6. Estimated Federal Tax Revenues Resulting from EB-5 Investments 
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The Federal government accrued more than $100 million in estimated tax revenues from EB-5 
investments from 2001 to 2006. This amounts to approximately $17 million per year, on 
average. The year with the highest tax revenues was 2005 when the Federal government likely 
received more than $30 million in tax revenues. 

The largest component of Federal tax revenues resulting from EB-5 investments was social 
insurance-related taxes. On average, the Federal government likely accrued more than $8 
million (or approximately 50 percent of the average yearly total) from social insurance-related 
tax revenues. The second-largest estimated component is personal taxes. The Federal 
government likely received more than $6 million per year, on average, in personal tax revenues, 
equivalent to approximately 36 percent of the average yearly total. The final two components -
corporate profits taxes and indirect business taxes- amount to approximately $1.5 million per 
year and $1.0 million per year, respectively. 

Estimated State and Local Tax Revenue 

State and local governments have also accrued millions of dollars in estimated tax revenues as 
a result of immigrant investors' contribution to state and local economies. These revenues come 
from taxes on dividends, social insurance taxes, indirect business taxes, corporate profits taxes, 
and personal taxes. Figure 7 presents the estimated state and local tax revenues that are 
accrued from EB-5 participants' investments. 
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Figure 7. Estimated State and Local Tax Revenues 
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Amounts are in 2009 dollars. 

State and local governments received an estimated $62 million in tax revenues from EB-5 
investments from 2001 to 2006, which amounts to more than $10 million per year. 

The largest category of tax revenues received by state and local governments is the indirect 
business tax. On average, it is estimated that state and local governments received almost $7 
million in indirect business taxes (or almost 67 percent of the average annual total) from EB-5 
immigrant investors' investments. The second-largest component of the estimated state and 
local tax revenues is personal taxes. State and local governments likely accrue more than $2 
million per year, on average, in personal tax revenues, which is equivalent to 21 percent of the 
average yearly total. The final three components of state and local tax revenues accrued due to 
EB-5 investments - dividends, taxes on corporate profits, and social insurance taxes - amount 
to approximately $0.7 million, $0.4 million, and $0.2 million per year, respectively. 
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3.3 Calculating the Economic Impact of FIJture Investments 
ICF created an Excel-based economic impact calculator that may be used to estimate the 
impacts of EB-5 investors in future years based on the number of investors expected to join the 
program. 

To calculate the GDP and employment impacts, ICF divided the direct, indirect, and .induced 
impact totals estimated using the weighted investments from 2001 to 2006 by the number of 
EB-5 investors who made their initial investments over the same time period. To calculate the 
impact on tax revenue, ICF divided the tax revenue by tax category for 2001-2006 by the 
number of EB-5 .investors who made their initial investment during the same time period. 

As an example of how this tool may be used, ICF estimated the impacts that would be created if 
all 10,000 EB-5 visas were granted to new EB-5 investors and their dependents. Because there 
is no allocation requirement that specifically addresses the number of EB-5 visas granted to · 
investors only, we calculated the average proportion of EB-5 visas that were issued to investors 
only from 2001 to 2006.17 This calculation indicated that approximately 35 percent of all EB-5 
visas, on average, are granted to actual investors. The rest are granted to their dependents.· 

Based on this, we estimate that approximately 3,500 new investorS would participate in the EB-
5 program each year if the progr~m fully utilized 'its annual allocation of visas. Using this number 
of investors, we estimate that the U.S. economy would experience an increase in GDP of more 
than $4.4 billion with almost 75,000 annual jobs created or sustained. In addition, it is estimated 
that the Federal government would receive almost $643 million in increased tax revenues, while 
state and local governments ~ould accrue more than $390 million in increased tax revenues. 

4. Summary 

Demographic and Financial Profile 

The sample of EB-5 participants includes immigrant investors from. 31 different countries, more 
than 78 percent of whom are from Asia. Europe, North America, Africa, and South America are 
also represented. Approximately 85 percent of the EB-5 investors are married, and more than 
92 percent have at least one child. 

More than 43 percent ofthe investors are from South Korea-by a wide margin the most
represented country. Other countries highly represented include China and Taiwan. The median 
age of investors at the date of initial investment is 44 years. 

For nine of the top 1 0 EB-5 cpuntries of origin, the top destination state is California. California 
has particularly high concentrations of EB-5 investors from China, Taiwan, and India. 

More than 94 percent of the investors in the sample indicated that :their investment went to a 
new commercial enterprise resulting from the creation of a new business rather than from a 
capital investment in an existing business or the reorganization of an existing business. 

1TTo calculate this proportion, ICF collected the total number of EB-5 visas issued to investors only (i.e., not including dependent 
visas)·as well as the total number of EB-5 visas issued from the Yearbook of Immigration Statistics. 
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Based on the sample, real estate has been the most popular induslry ~Y number of investors 
since the implementation of the EB-5 pilot program.18 The second-most popular industry in 
terms of number of investors 'is "dairy cattle and milk production" with approximately seven 
percent of the total. If anaiY?ed by country of origin, the real estate industry is still the most 
popular industry in which to invest for EB-5 participa·nts for 9 of the top 1 0 countries by investor 
origin. Other top industries include aircraft manufacturing and hospitals for investors from China 
and food services and legal services for investors from Taiwan. 

The majority of investors own less than 10 percent of the companies in which they invested. On 
the other hand, more than 23 per~ent of them own 100 percent ofthe companies in which they 
invested. The average amount invested per investor is approximately $836,000 (in 2009 
dollars). 

Estimated Economic Impact 

As indicated in the Approach section, the economic impacts presented in this report are 
estimates. The IMPLAN estimates are based on historical data and so will not apply exactly in 
any given investment episode. Furthermore, the uncertainty is likely to be higher now because 
the recent recession was unusual in both its fundamental. causes apd its severity. 

; 

From 2001 to 2006, it is estimated that EB-5 investments helped create or sustain almost 
12,000 annual jobs for U.S. workers. In addition, the EB-5 investments and the resulting 
economic activity added an estimated $700 million (in 2009 dollars) to the GOP from 2001 to 
2006. This is equivalent to an estimated increase in GOP per EB'-5 investor of more than $1.2 
million. Similar to the impact on employment, the largest impact on GOP of the EB-5 program 
was in 2005 when the program added approximately $213 million to the U.S. economy. 

It is estimated that the Federal government accrued more than $100 million in estimated tax 
revenues from EB-5 investments from 2001 to 2006. This amounts to approximately $17 million 
per year, on average. The largest component of Federal tax revenues resulting from .EB-5 
investments was social insuran.ce-related taxes. 

It is estimated that State and local governments received almost $62 million in tax revenues 
from EB-5 investments, which amounts to approximately $10 million per'year. The largest 
category of tax revenues received by state and local governments is the indirect business tax. 

; 

Overall, the EB-5 investor program has contributed significant emp.loyment, economic activity, 
and tax revenue for the Unit~d States. This program provides an opportunity for the United 
States to benefit from foreign, investors who might not otherwise invest capital in this country. 

18 IMPLAN provides the output at a broad level, such as for the real estate industry sector; 1M PLAN does not allow for the 
breakdown of an industry sectorinto'its components (such as real estate-residential, real estate-commercial, etc.) 
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Appendix A: IMPLAN Modeling Framework 
The IMPLAN model is a proprietary, static input;.output framework used to analyze the effects of 
an economic stimulus on a pre-specified economic region (in this case, the entire United 
States). IMPLAN is considered static because the impacts calculated for any scenario by the 
model are estimates of the indirect and induced impacts for one time period (in this case, a 
year). In this analysis, the indirect and induced impacts were calculated using the IMPLAN 
(IMpact analysis for PLANning), Version 3.0 input-output model. 1M PLAN is maintained by the 
Minnesota IMPLAN Group. · 

The modeling framework in 1M PLAN consists of two components: the descriptive model and the 
predictive model. The descriptive model defines the local economy in the specified modeling 
region, and includes accounting tables that trace the "flow of dollars from purchasers to 
producers within the region."19 It also includes the trade flows that describe the movement of 
goods and services, both inside and outside the modeling region (i.e., regional exports and 
imports with the outside region). 

In addition, IMPLAN includes the Social Accounting Matrices (SAM) that traces the flow of 
money between institutions, such as transfer payments from governments to businesses and 
households, and taxes paid by households and businesses to governments. 

The predictive model consists of a set of"local-level multipliers" that can be used to analyze the 
changes in final demand and their ripple effects throughout the local economy. IMPLAN 
Version 3.0 uses 2008 data and improves on previous versions of the model by implementing a 
new metho<;l for estimating regional imports and exports. This new method of estimating imports 
looks at annual trade flow information between· economic regions, thereby allowing more 
sophisticated estimation of imports and exports than the traditional.econometric estimate used 
by Version 2. Additionally, this new modeling method allows for multi-regional modeling 
functions, in which IMPLAN tracks imports and exports between selected models allowing the 
users to assess how the impa,ct in one region can impact additional regional economies. 

The 1M PLAN model is based on the input-output data from the U.S. National Income and 
Product Accounts (NIP A) from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. The model includes 440 
industry sectors based on the North American lnd~stry Classification System (NAICS). (See the 
Appendix for the 1M PLAN industry sector- NAICS code crosswalk table.) The model uses 
region-specific multipliers to trace and calculate the flow of dollars from the industries that 
originate the impact to supplier industries. These multipliers are coefficients that "describe the 
response of the economy to a stimulus (a change in demand or production)."20 

The IMPLAN analysis involves several steps: (1) We first configure the model inputs for each 
investment category for each year; (2) 1M PLAN, using the input-output tables, simulates the 
effect of the investments on GOP; and (3) 1M PLAN translates the GOP effect on job creation 
and tax rev~nue using historiCal data. 

Input 

19 IMPLAN Pro User Guide. 
2o Ibid. 
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The estimated dire.ct econom)c impacts presented in the report ar~ based on investments made 
by EB-5 participants. ICF performed a detailed data capture of numerous fields on approved 1·-
829 forms. As explained in t~e body of the report, immigrant investors submit Form 1-829 and 
supporting documentation to :have the conditions on their lawful permanent residence removed 
and become regular "green card" holders. ICF collected data from a sample of 295 investors 
who made their initial investment from 1992 to 2007. ICF modeled the estimated economic 
impact based on E~-5 investors who made their initial investments from 2001 to 2006. 

Output 

Whenever new industry activity or income i's injected into an economy, it starts a ripple effect 
that creates a total economic impact that is often larger than the initial input. This is because the 
recipients of the new income·spend some percentage of It and the recipients of that share, in 
turn; spend some of it, and so on. The total spending impact of the new activity is the sum of 
these progressively smaller roun~s of spending within the economy. This total economic impact 
creates a certain level of value added (Gross Domestic Prodl.Jct), jobs (the total employment 
impact), and tax revenue·for federal and local governments (the total fiscal impact). 

Due to the static nature of the 1M PLAN model, the employment impacts are calculated in terms 
of annual jobs. It is likely that once the job is created, it will be sustained. However, to ensure 
that the impacts presented in: this report are not overstated, it is conservatively assumed that the 
job impacts are limited to one year. Thus, in reporting the employment creation estimates, we 
use the term "annual jobs" to convey the number of annual jobs supported. · 

1M PLAN does not distinguish between fUII4ime and part:-time empl.oyment. Therefore, impacts 
presented in this report equate to the actual number of "bodies" employed who would otherwise 
be unemployed, rather than the amount of full-time employment generated. The annualized 
GOP and tax impacts can be accrued over the program~s duration to id~ntify the total impact of 
the EB-5 program. 

i· 
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Appendix B: IMPLAN Industry Sector- NAICS 
Code Crosswalk 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 

10 

IT 
12 

1 

14 

I 

t .. 

Grain farming 

Veaetable and melon farming 

Fruit farming 

Tree nut farming 

Greenhouse, nursery, and floriculture production 

Tobacco farming 

Cotton farming 

All other crop farming 

Dairy cattle and milk production 

Animal production, except cattle and poultry and eggs 

30 

I 11113-6, 11119 

1112 

11131-2,111331-4, 111336*, 
111339 

1 

1114 

I 11192 

11194, 111992, 111998 

11212 

1122, 1124-5, 1129 
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\D 

' 

- -- -

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

Forest nurseries, forest producte, and timber tracts 

Logging 

Fishing 

Hunting and trapping 

Support activities for agriculture and forestry 

Oil and gas extraction 

Coal mining - . 

Iron ore mining 

Copper. nickel, lead, and zinc mining 

Gold, silver, and other metal ore mining 

Stone mining and quarrying 

Sand, gravel, clay, and ceramic and refractory minerals mining and quarrying 

Other nonmetallic mineral mining and quarrying 

. Drilling oil and gas wells 

Support activities for oil and gas operations 

Support activities for other mining 

Electric power generation. transmission, and distribution 

Natural gas distribution 

Water, sewage and other systems 

Construction of new nonresidential commercial and health care structures 
. , ___ 

Construction of new nonresidential manufacturing structures 

31 

1131-2 

1133 

1141 

1142 

115 

211 

-2121- .. 
I 

21221 

21223 

21222,21229 

21231 

21232 

21239 

213111 

213112 

213113-5 

2211 

2212 

2213 

23* 

23* 
' 
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36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 .. 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

Construction of other new nonresidential structures 

Construction of new residential permanent site single- and multi-family structures 

Construction of other new residential structures 

Maintenance and repair construction of nonresidential maintenance and repair 

Maintenance and repair construction of residential structures 

Oog and cat food manufacturing 

Other animal food manufacturing 

Flour milling and malt manufacturing 

Wet corn milling 

Soybean and other oilseed processing 

Fats and oils refining and blending 

Breakfast cereal manufacturing 

Sugar cane mills and refining 

Beet sugar manufacturing 

Chocolate and confectionery manufacturing from cacao beans 

Confectionery manufacturing from purchased chocolate 

Nonchocolate confectio·nery manufacturing 

Frozen food manufacturing 

Fruit and vegetable canning, pickling, and drying 

Fluid milk and butter manufacturing 

Cheese manufacturing 

32 

23* 

23* 

23* 

23* 

23* 

311111 

311119 '-. 

31121 

311221 

311222-3 

311225 

311230 

311311-2 

311313 

31132 

31133 

31134 

31141 

31142 

311511-2 

311513 
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57 
--

Dry, condensed. and evaporated dairy product manufacturing 
-· 

58 Ice cream and frozen dessert manufacturing 

59 Animal (except poultry) slaughtering. rendering. and processing 
-

60 Poultry processing 

61 Seafood product preparation and packaging 

62 Bread and bakery product manufacturing 

63 Cookie, cracker, and pasta manufacturing 

64 Tortilla manufacturing 

65 Snack food manufacturing 

66 Coffee and tea manufacturing 

67 Flavoring syrup and concentrate manufacturing 

68 Seasoning and dressing manufacturing 

69 AJI other food manufacturing 

70 Soft drink and ice manufacturing 

71 Breweries 

72 Wineries 

73 Distilleries 

74 Tobacco product manufacturing 

75 Fiber, yam, and thread mills 

76 Broadwoven fabric mills 

77 Narrow fabric mills and schiffll machine embroidery 
·--~----·---·-------···-·------·-·--
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311514 

311520 
--

311611-3 

311615 

3117 

31181 

31182 

31183 

31191 

31192 

31193 

31194 

31199 

31211 

31212 

31213 

31214 

3122 
-

3131 

31321 
4 

31322 
---
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Nonwoven fabric mills 

Reconstituted wood product manufacturing 

34 

31323 
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• 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

- -
Wood windows and doors and millwork 

Wood container and pallet manufacturing 

Manufactured home (mobile home) manufacturing 

Prefabricated wood building manufacturing 

All other miscellaneous wood product manufacturing 

Pulp mills 

Paper mills 

Paperboard Mills 

Paperboard container manufacturing 

Coated and laminated paper, packaging paper and plastics film manufacturing 

All other paper bag and coated and treated paper manufacturing 

Stationery product manufacturing 

Sanitary paper product manufacturing 

All other converted paper product manufacturing 

Printing 

Support activities for printing 

Petroleum refineries 

Asphalt paving mixture and block manufacturing 

Asphalt shingle and coating materials manufacturing 

Petroleum lubricating oil and grease manufacturing 

All other petroleum and coal products manufacturing 

35 

32191 
! 

32192 
i 

321991 I 

321992 
0 

321999 I 

32211 

32212 

32213 

32221 

322221-2 

322223-6 

32223 

322291 

322299 

32311 

32312 

32411 

324121 

324122 

324191 

L 
324199 
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Petrochemical manufacturing 32511 
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141 

142 

143 

144 

145 

146 

147 

148 

149 

150 

151 

152 

153 

154 

155 

156 

157 

158 

159 

160 

161 

All other chemical product and preparation manufacturing 

Plastics packaging materials and unlaminated film and sheet manufacturing 

Unlamlnated plastics profile shape manufacturing 

Plastics pipe and pipe fitting manufacturing 

laminated plastics plate. sheet (except packaging), and shape manufacturing 

Polystyrene foam product manufacturing 

Urethane and other foam product (except polystyrene) manufacturing 

Plastics bottle manufacturing 

Other plastics product manufacturing 

Tire manufacturing 

Rubber and plastics hoses and belting manufacturing 

Other rubber product manufacturing 

Pottery, ceramics, and plumbing fixture manufacturing 

Brick, tile, and other structural clay product manufacturing 

Clay and nonclay refractory manufacturing 

Flat glass manufacturing 

Other pressed and blown glass and glassware manufacturing 

Glass container manufacturing 

Orass product manufacturing made of purchased glass 

Cement manufacturing 

Ready-mix concrete manufacturing 
- -----------

37 

32592,32599 

32611 

326121 

326122 

32613 

32614 

32615 

32616 

32619 

32621 

32622 

32629 

32711 
I 

327121-3 

327124-5 

327211 

327212 j 

327213 

327215 ! 

32731 . 
• 32732 
J 

IIUSA DOC#0032102 - www.iiusa.org



.j:>. 
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162 

163 

164 

165 

166 

167 

168- '. 

169 

170 

171 

172 

173 

174 

175 

176 

177 
~-78 

179 

180 

181 

182 

Concrete pipe, brick, and block manufacturing 

Other concrete product manufacturing 

Lime and gypsum product manufacturing 

Abrasive product manufacturing 

Cut stone and stone product manufacturing 

Ground or treated mineral and earth manufacturing 

Mineral wool manufacturing 

Miscellaneous nonmetallic mineral products 

Iron and steel mills and ferroalloy manufacturing 

Steel product manufacturing from purchased steel 

Alumina refining and primary aluminum production 

Secondary smelting and alloying of aluminum 

Aluminum product manufacturing from purchased aluminum 

Primary smelting and refining of copper 

Primary smelting and refining of nonferrous metal (except copper and aluminum) 

Copper rolling, drawing, extruding and alloying 

Nonferrous metal (except copper and aluminum) rolling, drawing, extruding and alloying 

Ferrous metal foundries 

Nonferrous metal foundries 

All other forging, stamping, and sintering 

Custom roll forming 

38 

32733 

32739 

3274 

32791 

327991 

327992 

327993 

327999 

3311 

33121,33122 

331311-2 

331314 

331315,331316,331319 

331411 

331419 

33142 

33149 

33151 

33152 

332111-2, 332117 
--

332114 
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----

183 

184 

185 

186 

187 

188 

189 

190 

191 

192 

193 

194 

195 

196 

197 

198 

199 

200 

201 

202 

203 

Crown and closure manufacturing and metal stamping 

Cutlery, utensil, pot, and pan manufacturing 

Handtool manufacturing 

Plate work and fabricated structural product manufacturing 

Ornamental and architectural metal products manufacturing 

Power boiler and heat exchanger manufacturing 

Metal tank (heavy gauge) manufacturing 

Metal can, box, and other metal container (light gauge) manufacturing 

Ammunition manufacturing 

Arms, ordnance, and accessories manufacturing 

Hardware manufacturing 

Spring and wire product manufacturing 

Machine shops 

Turned product and screw, nut, and bolt manufacturing 

Coating, engraving, heat treating and allied activities 

Valve and fittings other than plumbing 

Plumbing fixture fitting and trim manufacturing 

Ball and roller bearing manufacturing 

Fabricated pipe and pipe fitting manufacturing 

Other fabricated metal manufacturing 

Farm machinery and equipment manufacturing 
'> - ---·--~~---

39 

332115-6 

332211,332214 

332212·3 

33231 

33232 

33241 

33242 

33243 

332992-3 

332994-5 

3325 

3326 

33271 

33272 

3328 

332911-2, 332919 

332913 

332991 

332996 

332997-9 

333111 
---
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204 

205 

206 

207 

208 

209 

210 

211 

212 

213 

214 

215 

216 

217 

218 

219 

220 

221 

222 

223 

224 

Lawn and garden equipment manufacturing 

Construction machinery manufacturing 

Mining and oil and gas field machinery manufacturing 

Other industrial machinery manufacturing 

Plastics and rubber industry machinery manufacturing 

Semiconductor machinery manufacturing 

.. · Vending., commercial, industrial, and office machinery manufacturing 

Optical instrument and lens manufacturing 

Photographic and photocopying equipment manufacturing 

Other commercial and service industry machinery manufacturing 

Air purification and ventilation equipment manufacturing 

Heating equipment (except warm air furnaces) manufacturing 

Air conditioning, refrigeration, and warm air heating equipment manufacturing 

Industrial mold manufacturing 

Metal cutting and forming machine tool manufacturing 

Special tool, die, jig, and fixture manufacturing 

Cutting tool and machine tool accessory manufacturing 

Rolling mill and other metalworking machinery manufacturing 

Turbine and turbine generator set units manufacturing 

Speed changer, industrial high-speed drive, and gear manufacturing 

Mechanical power transmission equipment manufacturing 

40 

333112 

33312 

33313 

33321,333291-4,333298 

33322 

333295 

. - - -333311-3 

333314 

333315 

333319 

333411-2 

333414 

333415 

333511 

333512-3 

333514 

333515 

333516,333518 

333611 

333612 

333613 
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225 

226 

227 

228 

229 

230 

231 

232 

233 

234 

235 

236 

237 

238 

239 

240 

241 

242 

243 

244 

245 

Other engine equipment manufacturing 

Pump and pumping equipment manufacturing 

Air and gas compressor manufacturing 

Material handling equipment manufacturing 

Power-driven handtool manufacturing 

Other general purpose machinery manufacturing 

Packaging machinery manufacturing 

Industrial process furnace and oven manufacturing 

Fluid power process machinery 

Electronic computer manufacturing 

Computer storage device manufacturing 

Computer terminals and other computer peripheral equipment manufacturing 

Telephone apparatus manufacturing 

Broadcast and wireless communications equipment 

Other communications equipment manufacturing 

Audio and video equipment manufacturing 

Electron tube manufacturing 

Bare printed circuit board manufacturing 

Semiconductor and related device manufacturing 

Electronic capacitor, resistor, coil, transformer, and other inductor manufacturing 

Electronic connector manufacturing 
-------·-· - ------·~--·--· 

41 

333618 

333911,333913 

333912 

333921-4 

333991 

333992,333997,333999 

333993 

333994 

333995-6 

334111 

334112 • 

334113,334119 

33421 

• 33422 

33429 

• 

3343 

334411 

334412 

334413 

• 

334414-6 

334417 
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246 

247 

248 

249 

250 

251 

. -252 . -

253 

254 

255 

256 

257 

258 

259 

260 

261 

262 

263 

264 

265 

266 

Printed circuit assembly (electronic assembly) manufacturing 334418 

Other electronic component manufacturing 334419 

Electromedical and electrotherapeutic apparatus manufacturing 334510 

Search, detection, and navigation instruments manufacturing 334511 

Automatic environmental control manufacturing 334512 

Industrial process variable instruments manufacturing 334513 

- . Totalizing fluid meters and counting devices manufacturing -334514 

Electricity and signal testing instruments manufacturing 334515 

Analytical laboratory instrument manufacturing 334516 

Irradiation apparatus manufacturing 334517 

Watch, clock, and other measuring and controlling device manufacturing 334518-9 

Software. audio, and video media reproducing 334611-2 

Magnetic and optical recording media manufacturing 334613 

Electric lamp bulb and part manufacturing 33511 

Lighting fixture manufacturing 33512 , 
Small electrical appliance manufacturing 33521 

Household cooking appliance manufacturing 335221 

Household refrigerator and home freezer manufacturing 335222 

Household laundry equipment manufacturing 335224 

Other major household appliance manufacturing 335228 

Power. distribution, and specialty transformer manufacturing 335311 
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267 

268 

269 

270 

271 

272 

273 

274 

275 

276 

277 

278 

279 

280 

281 

282 

283 

284 

285 
~-

286 

287 
--~---·------~~~-~-

Motor and generator manufacturing 

Switchgear and switchboard apparatus manufacturing 

Relay and industrial controJ manufacturing 
-

Storage battery manufacturing 

Primary battery manufacturing 

Communication and energy wire and cable manufacturing 

Wiring device manufacturing 

Carbon and graphite product manufacturing 

All other miscellaneous electrical equipment and component manufacturing 

Automobile manufacturing 

Light truck and utility vehicle manufacturing 

Heavy duty truck manufacturing 

Motor vehicle body manufacturing 

Truck trailer manufacturing 

Motor home manufacturing 

Travel trailer and camper manufacturing 

Motor vehicle parts manufacturing 

Aircraft manufacturing 

Aircraft engine and engine parts manufacturing 

Other aircraft parts and auxiliary equipment manufacturing 
-· 

Guided missile and space vehicle manufacturing 
------------- ~---------------····----···-··--···---~~~~~~---------- -~---------------------------------· - ------------- ----------

43 

335312 

335313 

335314 

335911 

335912 
-

33592 

33593 

335991 

335999 

336111 

336112 

336120 

336211 

336212 

336213 

336214 

3363 

336411 

336412 
-----

336413 

336414 
k-.~---~--~....-h'------------~------·----~---------
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288 

289 

290 

291 

292 

293 

294 

295 

296 

297 

298 

299 

300 

301 

302 

303 

304 

305 

306 

307 

308 

Propulsion units and parts for space vehicles and guided missiles 

Railroad rolling stock manufacturing 

Ship building and repairing 

Boat building 

Motorcycle, bicycle, and parts manufacturing 

Military armored vehicle, tank, and tank component manufacturing 

All other transportation equipment manufacturing 

Wood kitchen cabinet and countertop manufacturing 

Upholstered household furniture manufacturing 

Nonupholstered wood household furniture manufacturing 

Metal and other household furniture (except wood) manufacturing1 

Institutional furniture manufacturing 

Wood television, radio, and sewing machine cabinet manufacturing1 

Office furniture and custom architectural woodwork and millwork manufacturing1 

Showcase, partition, shelving, and locker manufacturing 

Mattress manufacturing 

Blind and shade manufacturing 

Surgical and medical instrument manufacturing 

Surgical appliance and supplies manufacturing 

Dental equipment and supplies manufacturing 

Ophthalmic goods manufacturing 

44 

336415,336419 

3365 

336611 

336612 

336991 

336992 

336999 ... -

33711 

337121 

337122 

337124-5 

337127 

337129 

337211,337212.337214 

337215 

33791 

33792 

339112 

339113 

339114 

339115 
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309 

310 

311 

312 

313 

314 

315 

316 

317 

318 

319 

320 

321 

322 

323 

324 

325 

326 

327 

328 

329 

Dental laboratories 339116 
.. 

Jewelry and silverware manufacturing 33991 

Sporting and athletic goods manufacturing 33992 

Doll, toy, and game manufacturing 33993 

Office supplies (except paper) manufacturing 33994 

Sign manufacturing 33995 

Gasket, packing, and sealing device manufacturing 339991 

Musical instrument manufacturing 339992 

All other miscellaneous manufacturing 339993,339995,339999 

Broom, brush, and mop manufacturing 339994 

Wholesale trade 42 

Retail - Motor vehicle and parts 441 

Retail - Furniture and home furnishings 442 

Retail - Electronics and appliances 443 

Retail - Building material and garden supply 444 

Retail- Food and beverage 445 

Retail - Health and personal care 446 

Retail - Gasoline stations 447 

Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories 448 

Retail - Sporting goods, hobby, book and music 451 

Retail .. General merchandise 452 
·-----~ ~·-
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Retail - Miscellaneous 

Internet publishing and broadcasting 
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351 

352 

353 

354 

355 

356 

357 

358 

359 

360 

361 

362 

363 

364 

365 

366 

367 

368 

369 

370 

371 
--····-

Telecommunications 

Data processing, hosting, and related services 

Other information services 

Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation 

Nondeposltory credit intermediation and related activities 

Securities, commodity contracts, investments, and related activities 

Insurance carriers 
I Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related activities 

Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicles 

Real estate 

Imputed rental value for owner-occupied dwellings 

Automotive equipment rental and leasing 

General and consumer goods rental except video tapes and discs 

Video tape and disc rental 

Commercial and industrial machinery and equipment rental and leasing 

lessors of nonfinancial intangible assets 

Legal services 

Accounting, tax preparation, bookkeeping, and payroll services 

Architectural, engineering. and related services 

Specialized design services 

· Custom-computer programming services 
-··~·---------------. ·····-·----··· 
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517 

518 

51911-2 

521,5221 

5222-3 

523 

5241 

5242 

525 

531 

n.a. 

5321 

53221-2,53229,5323 

53223 

5324 

533 

5411 

5412 

5413 

5414 

541511 
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372 

373 

374 

375 

376 

377 

378 

379 

380 

381 

382 

383 

384 

385 

386 

387 

388 

389 

390 

391 

392 

Computer systems design services 

Other computer related services, including facilities management 

Management, scientific, and technical consulting services 

Environmental and other technical consulting services 

Scientific research and development services 

Advertising and related services 

Photographic services . 

Veterinary services 

All other miscellaneous professional, scientific, and technical services 

Management of companies and enterprises 

Employment services 

Travel arrangement and reservation services 

Office administrative services 

Facilities support services 

Business support services 

Investigation and security services 

Services to buildings and dwellings 

Other support services 

Waste management and remediation services 

·elementarY' and secondary schools 

Junior colleges, colleges, universities, and professional schools 
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541512 

541513,541519 

54161,5613* 

54162,54169 

5417 

5418 

54192 .. '. '" - ... -

54194 

54191,54193,54199 

55 

5613* 

5615 

5611 

5612 

5614 

5616 

5617 

5619 

562 
---·--- r--

6111 

6112-3 
I 
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393 

394 

395 

396 

397 

398 

399 

400 

401 

402 

403 

404 

405 

406 

407 

408 

409 

410 

411 

412 

413 
-· 

Other educational services 

Offices of physicians, dentists, and other health practitioners 

Home health care services 

Medical and diagnostic labs and outpatient and other ambulatory care services 

Hospitals 

. Nursing and residential care facilities 

Child day care services 

Individual and family services 

Community food. housing. and other relief services, including rehabilitation services 

Performing arts companies 

Spectator sports 

Promoters of performing arts and sports and agents for public figures 

Independent artists. writers, and performers 

Museums, historical sites, zoos, and parks 

Atness and recreational sports centers 

Bowling centers 

Amusement parks~ arcades, and gambling industries 

Other amusement and recreation industries 

Hotels and motels. induding casino hotels 

Other accommodations 

Food services and drinking places 
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6114-7 

6211-3 

6216 

6214-5, 6219 

622 

623 

6244 

6241 

6242-3 

7111 

7112 

7113-4 

7115 

712 

71394 

71395 

7131-2 

71391-3, 71399 

72111-2 

72119, 7212-3 

722 
··------~----~---
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414 

415 

416 

417 

418 

419 

420 

421 

422 

423 

424 

425 

426 

427 

428 

429 

430 

431 

432 

433 

434 

Automotive repair and maintenance, except car washes 

car washes 

Electronic and precision equipment repair and maintenance 

Commercial and industrial machinery and equipment repair and maintenance 

Personal and household goods repair and maintenance 

Personal care services 

Death care services .... 

Dry-cleaning and laundry services 

Other personal services 

Religious organizations 

Grantmaking, giving, and social advocacy organizations 

Civic, social, professional, and similar organizations 

Private households 

Postal service 

Federal electric utilities 

Other Federal Government enterprises 

State and local government passenger transit 

State and local government electric utilities 

Other state and local government enterprises 

*Not an industry (Used and secondhand goods) 

*Not an industry (Scrap) 
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81111-2,811191,811198 

811192 
. 

8112 

8113 

8114 

8121 

8122 . .. 

8123 

8129 

8131 

8132,8133 

8134.8139 

814 

491 

None 
... 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 
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435 

436 

437 

438 

439 

440 

Source: IMPLAN. 

*Not an industry (Rest of the world adjustment) None 

*Not an industry (Noncomparable imports) None 

Employment and payroll for SL Govemment Non-Education None 

Employment and payroll for SL Government Education None 

Employment and payroll for Federal Non-Military None 

Employment and payroll for Federal Military None 
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·s. Introduction 
· As part of the Immigration Act of 1990, Congress created an employment-based immigrant visa 

category in an effort to promote foreign investment and job creation in the United States. This 
visa category, commonly referred to as EB-5; allows immigrant investors to receive conditional 
resident status in the U.S. for a 2-year period after investing $1 million (or $500,000 in targeted 
employment areas) in a U.S. business that creates 10 or more full-time jobs for U.S. workers. 
Upon meeting the requirements, immigrant investors can apply for permanent legal resident 
status. The EB-5 immigrant investor category began in 1992 and is administered by U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS). 

This report compares the foreign investment programs in the United Kingdom (UK), Canada, 
and Australia to each other and to the EB-5 Program. 

This report relies heavily on information gained from interviews conducted with immigration 
representatives in each of the countries. The majority ofthe qualitative and quantitative data on 
each program, however, was provided by immigration representatives from each program. In all 
cases, we conducted an initial interview using an interview guide and then conducted follow-up 
interviews and email exchanges seeking clarification on various issues. In many cases, the 
program representatives provided basic data for our report. These data included, but were not 
limited to: 

• Detailed eligibility requirements and applicable legislation for relevant immigration 
classes. · 

• Number. of appli~nts received in relevant immigration classes. 

• Number of visas granted in relevant immigration classes. 

• Detailed program descriptions for relevant immigration classes. 21 

The report is organized into three main sections. The first section discusses each program's 
core characteristics: eligibility requirements, investor profiles, and investment profiles. The 
second section describes th~ immigrant investor adjudication proc~ss, based primarily on 
interviews with program managers in each country. The final section identifies and describes 
elements of the programs that are particularly successful in their at;>ility to attract foreign 
investment. 

6. Foreign l~vestor Program Description 
In this section, we attempt to:describeand compare the core a$pects of each country's 
program, the application and eligibility requirements, the characteristics of investors, and the 
characteristics of investments associated with the progre1ms. The majority of this section is 
based on a detailed review of documentation about the programs. 

21 Furthermore, ICFwasprovided with an introductory document·about the Canadian program. In addition to the custom 
program detail provided by the representatives of each country, ICF reviewed each program's website to gain a better 
understanding of how the programs are presented to the public: (a) http://ukba.homeoffice.gov.uklworkihgintheukltier1/; (b) 
http://www.cic.gc.ca/englishfltnmigrate/businesslindex.asp; and (c) http://www.immi.gov.au/skilledl 
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6.1. United Kingdom 

The United Kingdom (UK) redesigned its entire immigration system in 2008 to create a point· 
based system (PBS). The new system, which represents a fundamental shift in the application 
process, was designed with the goal of increasing program transparency and objectivity in the 
application review process. Underthe new 5-tier PBS, highly skilled individuals can immigrate 
to the UK under the Tier 1 category, which includes the subcategories of investors and 
entrepreneurs. 

Investors 

The investor subcategory applies to high net worth individuals who plan to make a significant 
financial investment or who can be expected to spend substantial funds in the UK. The investor 
program under the new PBS is very similar to the predecessor program. Investor applicants are 
given a 3-year initial visa that can be extended for an additional 2 y~ars, as long as any 

. decrease in the value of investments is based solely on market fluctuation. After 5 years, the 
investor applicant can apply for permanent residency. The visa also covers spouses and 
dependent children who are ~ligible to work and attend school, respectively. 

Eligibility. To be an eligible Investor, the applicant must score 75. points or more under the 
PBS. Applicants are award.ed 75 points by either depositing a minimum £1 million 
(approximately $1.6 million U.S. dollars) into a Financial Services Authority (FSA)-regulated 
financial institution in the UK,· or by possessing £2 million (about $~.2 million U.S. dollars) in 
personal assets as well as having access to an additional £1 million in financing. The funds 
must be under the control of the applicant. There is no language requirement and applicants 
are not responsible for demonstrating the ability to sypport themselves ortheir dependents 
because qualified applicants are wealthy and are not expected to need to work. 

Immigrant characteristics. Although an evaluation of the new PBS system is underway, no 
program outcome data were available at the time of this analysis. Furthermore, statistics on 
immigrant characteristics are not maintained. As a reference, acro.ss all Tier 1 programs under 
the old system, common countries of origin for applicants included India, China, and the United 
States. In the new investor program, which requires a large net worth,· program representatives 
indicate that Russia is the most common country of origin. · 

Investment characteristics~ For initia·l entry, investors are not required to invest their capital, 
but they must prove that they have the necessa.ry funds available. ·:Applicants are required to 
verify that their funds have been invested only if they choose to extend their visa. Since 
Investments are deposited directly into banks, information on investment by industry or · 
geography is not readily available. Rather than prescribing target industries or regions, the UK 
immigrant program assumes .that high net worth individuals will contribute to the UK economy 
because of their potential to provide economic opportunities, the specifics of which are less 
important under the program~ There have been no official assessments to quantify the 
economic impacts of the investments associated with the program. 
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Entrepreneurs 

The entrepreneur subcategory applies to those individuals who invest in the UK by e·stablishing 
(or taking over) one or more businesses in the UK and by being actively involved in the 
management of the business~ · 

Eligibility. As in tne investor program, the applicant must score at least 75 points to be eligible. 
The scoring criteria differ depending on wheth~r the applica.nt is applying for an initial visa or an 
extension. For an initial application, the applicant must provide: , 

• A letter from a financial institution (or multiple institutions) confirming that the applicant 
has at least £200,000 (approximately $326,740 U.S. dollars). 

• If applicable, evidence indicating the amount of money available from a third party. Third 
parties may include. family members, other investors, or a business entity. 

• Proof of English language proficiency, This can be demonstrated with a passport from 
an English-speaking nation, a certificate demonstrating that the applicant has passed an 
English language test or a diploma from an institution where classes are taught in 
English. 

~ Proof of maintenance funds. The maintenance fund requirement addresses the 
immigrant's ability to support themselves and their family While living in the UK. If the 
applicant is applying from within the UK, a balance of at least £800 ($1 ,307 U.S. dollars) 
over the previous 3-month period is required. For applications from outside the UK, the 
minimum balance is £2,800 ($4,574 U.S. dollars). 

Entrepreneur or .inventor applicants can apply to extend their visa for an additional two years. To 
receive an extension, the applicant must provide proof of the following: 

• An investment of £200,000 into a UK business. 

• Direct engagement in a business activity. 
. . 

• Creation of two .full time jobs. It should be noted, however, that applicants do not need to 
demonstrate that the jobs created were for a minimum number of hours per week or for 
a contin!Jous 12-month period. 

• Maintenance funds (same as above). 

6.2. Canada 
Canada has two business immigration programs, an investor program and an entrepreneur 
program, both of which have 'elements that are somewhat similar to the EB-5 program. These 
programs are intended to attract individuals with demonstrated business and entrepreneurial 
skills to Canada so that they ean contribute to the economic growtii and prosperity of the 
country. The investor program requires a purely passive investment that is manE~ged by 
Canadian provinces/territorie.s over the 5-year holding period and i.s guaranteed to be repaid to 
the immigrant (without interest) after 5 years. In contrast to the EB-5 program in the United 
States, this Canadian investor program does not require that investors put capital at risk. The 
entrepreneur program is more similar to the EB-5 program than the investor program because it 
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requires an active investment and places conditions on the entrepreneur's status in Canada. 
Because both of these Canadian programs can be compared to the EB-5 program, we include 
information on both programs. · 

.. 

Immigrant Investor Program -
Canada's Immigrant Investor Program (liP) was introduced in 1986 by Citizenship and 
Immigration Canada (CIC). In its original form, privately- and province .. administered investment 
funds attracted immigrant investors through Offering Memoranda (OM). Investors assessed the 
contents of these OM and selected the fund in which they wanted to invest. The investments 
were not guaranteed by the government. CIC closely monitored the investment funds to ensure 
that they were invested in accordance with the program regulations even though the 
investments did not flow directly through CIC. 

In 1999 the program was redesigned to become the single, federal structure that still exists 
today. The major impetus for revamping the program was to increase the objectivity of the 
program. In its original form, the program administration was done at the provincial level and 
complaints were often raised .about uneven application of eligibility criteria and an overall lack of 
consistency within the adjudication process. After consultation with the provinces and 
territories, CIC centralized the adjudication process so that all investment be received by CIC 
and for CIC to be responsible for the processing the applications. 

Under the current program, the investment is received by CIC and then distributed to provincial 
governments. The provincial governments guarantee return of the principal investment amount 
to the investor after 5 years. The CIC acts as the sole intermediary·for the Provincial Funds; it 
receives the investment from. an investor and allocates funds to the Provincial Funds. The CIC 
is responsible for issuing promissory notes to investors, paying commissions to facilitators, and 
repaying investors at maturity. The provinces are responsible for the investment; they must 
report quarterly and annually to CIC on the use of funds, and they must guarantee repayment of 
all funds allocated to them. · 

Regulations require that the funds be used for the purpose of creating or continuing employment 
opportunities in Canada to foster the development of a strong and viable economy. A member 
of the Canada Deposit Insurance Corporation (CDIC) must facilitate the investment. The 
facilitating agency (a CDIC-r~gulated bank) receives a commission from Provincial Funds in 
return for its services, including liP promotion and recruitment overseas. They also streamline 
investment administration for: CIC and provide financing for investq_rs. 

Successful applicants receive permanent resident (PR) status. As With all classes of PRs, 
successful applicants must be present in C~nada for 2 years in a 5-year period or their status 
can be revoked. Unlike entrepreneur immigrants (discussed below), there are no additional 
conditions attached to an investor's PR status. 

Eligibility. Canada's liP has 3 eligibility requirements: 

The first eligibility requirement is that the applicant must have at least 2 years of business 
experience within the previous 5 years in the management of a qualifying business or the 
management of 5 full-time employees. Businesses that are operated primarily for the purpose 
of deriving investment income-such as interest, dividends, or capital gains-do not qualify. 
Beyond that, the applicant must show evidence of any two of the following: 

• Creation of at least 2-fuiiHime jobs per year. 
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• Total annual sales equal to or greater than CA $500,000 (approximately $460,000 U.S. 
dollars). 

• Annual net income equal to or greater than CA $50,000 (approximately $46,000 U.S. 
dollars). 

• Annual net assets equal to or greater than CA $125,000 (approximately $115,000 U.S. 
dollars). 

These stipulations are calculated based·on the percentage of ownership that is held by the 
applicant. That is, if the applicant owns 1 00 percent of the business, the applicant gets credit 
for 100 percent of the jobs, annual sales, or net income. On the other hand, if the applicant 
owns only 25 percent of the business, he/she gets credit for only 25 percent of the impact. 

The second requirement for eligibility is that the applicant must have a minimum net worth of CA 
$800,000·(approximately $738,000 U.S. dollars). 

Finally, the third eligibility requirement is an investment of CA $400,000 (approximately 
$369,000 U.S. dollars) for 5 years into Provincial Government Funds. The investment is 
guaranteed by Provincial governments, and the investor receives repayment of the principal 
investment (without interest) after 5 years. 

Investor characteristics. The majority of Canada's applications come from investor 
applications. As Figure 8 illustrates, Canada received nearly 7,000 investor applications in 2008 
(the most recent year for which data were available), compared to about 600 entrepreneur 
applications. 

While the number of investor applications has risen during the 5-year period starting in 2004, 
the number of entrepreneur applications has decreased slightly. This shift happened around the 
time that the provincial entrepreneur program was introduced. The decrease in the number of 
entrepreneur applications may be associated with the fact that many of the entrepreneur 
applicants that previously applied through the national program were diverted to the provincial 
program. 

There are a several rea~ons for an applicant to prefer the provincial program. The application 
processing time is substantially shorter (approximately 1-2 years versus 3-5 years for the 
federal program). In addition, the provincial program offers more support to the applicant 
throughout the process. The application process requires an exploratory visit where the 

· applicant meets with provincial representatives and is offered counseling on starting a business. 
Finally, compared to the national program, the provincial program engages in much more 
proactive recruitment through Immigration fairs hosted by Canadian immigration offices 
overseas. · 

Figure 9 compares the number of visas issued by business class in Canada. There is no visa 
cap for either the investor or entrepreneur program. CIC is responsible for processing all 
applications they receive, in the order that they are received. CIC makes a commitment to 
process 2,000 investor applications per year; no processing commitment exists for the 
entrepreneur program. In reqent years, CIC representatives have noticed that the approval rate 
for entrepreneurs is lower than for investors and believe that this is due to the fact that they are 
seeing fewer qualified entrepreneur applicants in the federal program.22 The most qualified 

22 Approval rate does not include applications that are withdrawn. This is a significant number in the investor category. 
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applicants are either applying to the investor program, which provides them permanent resident 
status, or electing to apply through the provincial program because. of the benefits described 
above. · · · 

The increasing competitiveness of the investor program is further illustrated in Figure 1 0 by the 
widening gap between applications received and visas isl)ued. · 
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Figure 8: Canada's Business Class Applications Received (Cases) 
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Source: Business Class Immigrants ·Applications Received and Visas Issued, 2004-08, Citizenship and Immigration Canada 
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Figure 10: Canada's Investor Program Visas 
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Source: Business Class Immigrants • Applications Received and Visas Issued, 2004-08, Citizenship and Immigration Canada 

Canada does not break down country-of-origin data by type of business class investor. As 
Table 13 indicates, the majority of business class visas are issued to immigrants from China. 

Table 132: Canada's Business Class Visas Issue, 2008 (Top 10 source countries) 

Country of Origin 

China 
Taiwan 

Percent. of 
Visas 

54 

9 

Iran 9 
___ ,OHO"""""'''"''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''""''''''"'' 

South Korea 8 
---------------!-----···-··-····-···· 
United Arab Emirates 2. 

India 

Turkey 
.. ,_, .. ____ , ......................................................................... ~ ....................................................... , .... ___ ,,,,,, 
England 

Egypt 

Hong Kong· 

2 

Source: Cana!ia's Business Immigration Programs, September 2009, Citizenship and Immigration Canada 

Investment characteristics. Unlike the entrepreneur program that offers two programs 
administered at the national and provincial levels, there is one passive investor program that is 
administered at ~he national level and shared among participating provinces. Canadian 
provinces have the option of joining the program, entitling them to monthly allocations of liP 
investments. Currently, 7 of the 12 jurisdictions participate, with the province of Quebec 
maintaining its own liP. The basic requirements for participation are not stringent: requirements 
include only a signed agreement acknowledging the flow of funds from the CIC to the provinces 
and repayment to CIC, and signed terms of use promising that the funds will be used for 
economic development and job creation .. 

Because the program requires a guarantee of repayment after 5 years, however, provinces are 
required to create a secured investrnentfund that can make that guarantee. This can be very 
challenging for some provinces and is the main reason why some provinces do not participate. 

The CIC distributes investments to provinces based on a formula contained in th~ Immigration 
and Refugee Protection Regulations (the IRPR).23 According to this formula, 50 percent of each 
investment is distributed equally among the participating provinces and the remaining funds are 

· distributed according to relative Gross Domestic Product (GOP). Provinces that have larger 
GDPs get a higher proportion of the investments. This formula accounts for the si~es of the 
provinces' economies and thE9ir ability to guarantee the amount of capital received. For 
example, Ontario, Canada's province with the largest economy, h~s the capacity to guarantee a 
significantly larger investment than Prince Edwards Island~ · 

23 Source: http:tnaws.justice.gc.ca/en/1-2.5/SOR-2002-227/index.html 
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Each recipient province has the flexibility to determine where the capital is invested as long as it 
is used to create or save jobs. It is the responsibility of the provinces to justify the investment. 
They are responsible for their own audits, which do not quantify the jobs created or saved by the 
investment but indicate how, in aggregate, the investment created or saved jobs. Investment 
use varies by province, but some examples include low-interest loans to small or medium 
enterprises, public-sector infrastructure projects, settlement services, and job training for new 
immigrants. · 

Immigrant Entrepreneur Program 
As its name suggests, Canada's entrepreneur program is intended to support the immigration of 
entrepreneurs .. The application for immigration is assessed at Canadian visa offices abroad; 
successful applicants receive conditional permanent resident (PR) status. Once in Canada, 
entrepreneurs must report to CIC their progress towards satisfying the conditions of their status. 

Eligibility. There are 3 initial eligibility criteria for Canada's Immigrant Entrepreneur Program: 

First, the entrepreneur must have 2 years of business experience. The definition of eligible 
experience is identical to the .Investor Program requirements, but there is no option for the 
management of 5 full-time en1ployees under the Entrepreneur Program. 

Second, applicants must have a minimum net worth of CA $300,000 (about $277,000 U.S. 
dollars). · 

Third, the applicant must sigri a statement of "intention and ability'' to meet these conditions 
once in Canada, by which he' or she agrees to the conditionality ofthe visa and provides access 
to the visa officer to follow up to ensure that the applicant remains in good standing. 

In addition to these 3 criteria that are required before entering the country, there are 2 additional 
conditions that must be met once the immigrants are in-country in order to transition from 
conditional PR status to PR status without conditions. First, within 3 years of receiving a visa, 

. entrepreneurs must control one-third of the equity and actively manage, for a period of one full 
year, a qualifying Canadian business. The definition of a qualifying business is identical to the 
requirements under the investor program. The qualifying Canadian business cah be newly 
created by the entrepreneur or can be an existing business in which the entrepreneur invests. 
The second additional condition is that the qualifying Canadian business must create at least 
one incremental full-time job for a Canadian citizen or resident who is not the entrepreneur or a 
family member. 

Investor characteristics. There were approximately 600 entrepreneur.applications in 2008. 
Unlike the upward trend in investor applications, entrepreneur applications have been declining. 
This decline is likely due to the introduction of the provincial program in 2002. As discussed in 
the previous section on investor applicant trends, the provincial program attracted many 
immigrants who would previously have applied through the national entrepreneur program 
because it offers shorter processing times and more support throughout the application process. 
As Figure 11 indicates, less than 450 entrepreneur visas were issued in 2008. 

Discussions with representatives of the Canadian program confirmed that applicant origins are 
roughly consistent across all business visa types. The vast majority of Canada's entrepreneur 
immigrants are from China. 

62 

69 

IIUSA DOC#0032102 - www.iiusa.org



1,000 

Ill 
c:: 800 0 
;:: 
co 

.!::! c. 
Q. 

600 co 
0 ... 

CD 
..c 
E 400 ::1 z 

200 

Figure 11: Canada's Entrepreneur Program Visas 
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Source: Business Class Immigrants -Applications Received and Visas Issued, 2004-08, Citizenship and Immigration Canada 

Investment characteristics. Similar to the UK program, the current Canadian entrepreneur 
program does not target industry sectors or locations for investme~t. Job creation is one of the 
stated objectives. The only quantifjabl~ requirement, however, is the creation of one job held by 
someone outside .the immigrant's family. As part of the visa conditions, the applicant must self
report the job impact and provide financial statements for the business. 

Most of the current businesses in Canada's national· program are created. in three large urban 
areas: Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver. Under the old program, which stipulated more 
subjectively that an eligible business needed to provide "significant benefit," business ventures 
in non-urban areas were looked upon more favorably and non-urban ventures were more 
common. However, the current provincial program sets a higher investment capital requirement 
for urban areas than·for hard-to-reach areas. Although no official data exist, discussions with 
representatives from CIC indicate that a majority of businesses created through the 
entrepreneur program have less than 5 employees. 

6.3. Australia 
Foreign entrepreneurs desiring to start a business or invest in Australia can do so through the 
Business Skills Migration Program. The Australian business immigration program has 3 types 
of applicants: business owners, investors, and seni.or executives. The following discussion 
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compares the eligibility requirements for the business owner and investor programs because 
they are both relevant for comparison to the EB-5 Program. The investor program requires an 
investment similar to ·the EB-5 program, while the business owner program is 90nditional and 
requires job creation, which is also similarto the EB-5 program. 

Australia's current Business Skills Migration Program, which incluqes both the investor and 
business owner programs, was introduced in March 2003. Before March 2003, all business visa 
applicants could proceed directly to perman:ent residence without a need to first be placed on a 
temporary status. 

In the qurrent program, most applicants apply for a 4-year provisional (temporary) visa and then 
apply for permanent residence when they are able to show satisfactory evidence of a specified 
level of business or investment activity in Australia. All business skills migration visas allow for 
direct family immigration but do not provide access to Medicare (Australia's publicly-funded 
health insurance), family assistance, or social security until permanent resident status is 
achieved. Similar to Canada, Australia has regional state/territory programs in addition to the 
country-wide program. The provincial programs are administered at the provincial level. The 
programmatic differences between the federal and local programs are discussed below: 

Investor Program 

Australia's investor visa program is designed for immigrants who have a successful business or 
investment career and are willing to invest funds in a designated investment in Australia for 4 
years. Similar to the busines~ owner program, this visa requires t~at applicants first apply 
through the provisional program before submitting an application fqr permanent visa status. 

Eligibility. To be eligible for an investor provisional visa, the applicant must possess both 
business management skills and financial assets. The applican't must demonstrate a· high level 
of management skill in relation to an eligible investment or qualifYing business activity. The 
applicant must have at least 3 years of direct experience in managing one or more qualifying 
businesses or eligible investments. 

A "qualifying business" is defined by legislation as an enterprise that is (a) operated for the 
purpose of making profit through the provision of goods or services (other than the provision of 
rental property) to the public;· and (b) is not operated primarily or substantially for the purpose of 
speculative or passive investment. As defined by legislation, an "eligible investment" includes 
any of the following that is owned by the person for the purpose of producing a return by way of 
income or capital gain and is.not held for personal use: (a) an ownership interest in a business; 
(b) a loan to a business; (c) cash on deposit; (d) stocks and bonds;. (e) real estate: or (f) gold or 
silver. 

- . 

For at least one of the 5 yea~ immediately preceding the application, applicants must have 
maintained direct involvement in either managing a qualifying business in which they had an 
ownership interest of at least 1 0 percent of the total value of the business or maintained direct 
involvement in managing their eligible investments, the total value of which is at least AUD 
$1,500,000 (about $1.3 million U.S. dollars). In addition, for the 2 fiscal years immediately 
preceding the application, applicants must have had a .net worth ofAUD $2,250,000 ($2.1 
million U.S. dollars). Applicants may use assets from their spouses or business partners to 
satisfy this net worth requirement. 
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The actual investment criteria stipulate that at the time of the decision, applicants must have 
made a designated investment of AUD $1,500,000 (approximately.$1.3 million U.S. dollars). 
Applicants must notify the appropriate regional authority of a state or territory of their business 
history, intentions to develop :a business in that state or territory, arid make a commitment to 
maintain direct and continuous involvement in the management ofthat business. 

In addition to professional and financial criteria, there are non~financial eligibility requirements. 
For example, applicants must be 45 years old or younger at the time of application, have 
vocational English skills, and have no criminal history. 

The provisional visa is valid for 4 years. Applicants may apply for permanent investor residence 
after they have maintained a designated investment for 4 years or longer. To gain~ resident 
investor visa, applicants must hold the provisicmal investor visa and must have been in Australia 
for at least 2 ofthe preceding 4 years before submitting the application. At the time of the 
decision, the designated investment made by and held in the names of the applicants must 
have been held continuously for at least 4 years. 

Finally, applicants need to demonstrate a genuine and realistic commitment to maintaining a 
business or investment in Australia. This criterion is satisfied by the applicant through a signed . 
declaration in the Business Skills profile ·form with their visa application. In addition, immigration 
officers are instructed to seek details from applicants about ·the proposed business or 
investment activities so that officers can assess whether applicants have an understanding of 
the Australian business and investment environment in which they' would be operating. 

Applicants are not required to present a business or investment plan, but rather are asked to 
indicate their long~term business or investment intentions in Australia. This "genuine and 
realistic commitment.,. criterion is difficult to use a basis for visa refusal, which is one of the 
reasons for the program to have a two~stage visa process for permanent residence. The 
program requires applicants to maintain the designated investment for 4 years and undertake 
other business or investment activity in Australia to meet the requirements for permanent 
residence. This criterion is used to reinforce the requirement to undertake business or 
investment activity in Australia and to discuss any proposed activity before the visa is granted. 

The state/territory applicant eligibility has lower investment criteria and greater leniency on the 
age and English skill requirements. The state/territory program has financial commitments that 
are 50 percent of the national program, with an investment eligibility of AUD $750,000 
($691,030 u.s. dollars) and a net worth eligibility of AUD $1,125,000 ($1,036,614 u.s. dollars). 
In addition, the maximum age limit is 55 rather than 45. State/terri(ory applicants, however, 
must be sponsored by the state or territory. .: · 

Immigrant characteristics. ~As Figure 12 illustrates, Australia's state/territory governments 
sponsor the majority of investor applicants. In fact, more than 90 percent ofvisa applications 
are sponsored at the local level. Similar to the Canadian program, Australia's state/territory 
program is more popular than the national program because it has .less stringent requirements 
(as discussed above). This program has experienced a steady rise in visas granted through 
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2007-2008 and leveling off for 2008-2009.24 About 80 percentofirwestor applicants in 2007-
2008 were granted visas; 77 percent of state/territory investor applications were approved. 
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Figure 12: Australia's Investor Visas 
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Source~· Business Skills Policy, Department of lmm_igration and Citizenship National office. 

lh 2007-2008, the top 5 source countries for applications to Australia's Business Skills visas 
were (in des~nding order): China, United Kingdom, South Korea,· South Africa, and Taiwan. 

24 Data for 2008·2009 were available for the first 10 months of the period only. We did a simple linear extrapolation to obtain the 
nurnbers represented in the figure for2008-2009. 
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Table 13: Australia's Business Skills Visas Issued, 2008-2009 

(Top 5 source countries) 

Country of Origin 

China 
'""'""""''''"'''''"''''''''''''''''"'''''''''''''''''''''''''''' ""'''''''''~"''''''"''""''''''''''"'"''"""''''~''''''" 

United Kingdbm 

South Korea.· 

South Africa · 

Taiwan 

Percent of 
Visas 

53 

12 

11 

5 

4 

Source: Business Skills Policy, Department of Immigration and Citiienship National Office. 

Investment. characteristics. Similar to the UK investor and national Canadian entrepreneur 
program, Australia's country-wide investor program does not target industry sectors or locations 
for investm~nt As is also the case in Canada, the purpose of the state/territory program is to 
target economically distressed regions and encourage development outside the main population 
hubs. Information on typical business size for ~my of Australia's programs is not available. The 
value of the initial investment, however, is available and presented in Figure 13 below. Because 
of the dominance of the number of state/territory program visas issued, it is not surprising that 
the majority of the investments come from state/territory-sponsored investors. 

Business Owner Program,: 

The business owners progral)l is designed for immigrants who have a successful business 
career and are interested in being an owner in a new or existing enterpri$e in Australia. This 
program requires that applicants apply to the provisional program before being eligible to apply 
for a permanent visa. 

Eligibility. The eligibility requirements for business owners are similar to those of investors. 
The applicant must possess both business management skillS and financial assets, and he or 
she must demonstrate a high level of management skill in relation to an eligible investment or 
qualifying business activity. The applicant must have net assets in· a qualifying business of AUD 
$200,000J$184,369 U.S. dollars) for at least2 of the 4 fiscal years immediately before 
applying. If the business was a publicly-traded company, the applicant must have owned at 
least 1 0 percent of the business for at least 2 of the 4 years immediately preceding the 
application. 

25 In the Australian program, an applicant may apply jointly with' a partner and meet the criteria with combined eligibility 
requirements. · · 
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Figure 13: Austriilia's Investor Investments 

...... Investor (provis~onal) 

......,. StatefT emtory sponsored 

2006-2007 2007-2008. 2008'-2009 

Source: Business Skills Policy, Department of lmmign~tion and cmzenship National Office. 

lh terms of personal net assets, the applicant must have at least AUD $500,000 ($460,676 U.S. 
dollars) that were legally acquired and are transferable to Australia within 2years of obtaining a 
visa. This amount is one-third of the total investment required for the investor applicant. Finally, 
the applicant must commit to maintaining an ·ownership interest in a business in Australia and 
direct and continuous involvement in the management of that business. The applicant must 
agree to live in Australia on a temporary basis to conduct or establish the proposed business. 
These eligibility criteria are met by a signed statement. · 

Sirtiilar to the investor criteria, there are additional non-financial eligibility requirements. For 
example, applicants must be less than 45 years old at the time of ~pplication, have vocational 
English skills, and no criminal history. · 

The provisional business owner visa is valid for 4 years. The process to become a permanent 
resident, nowever, differs as it allows applicants to apply for permanent residence after 2 years. 
In addition, similar to the'EB-5 and Canadian programs, there is a job requirement that 
stipulates that the business must employ at least 2 Australian citizens or permanent residents 
who are not family members. The net value of the applicant's a.ssets in the main business (or 
two main businesses) in Australia must be at least AUS $100,000 ($92,149 U.S. dollars), and 
the business must have a gross revenue of at least AUS $300,000 ($276,485 U.S. dollars) in 
the 12 months immediately preceding the application. Finally, the applicant's personal and 
business assets must be at least AUS $250,000 ($230,404 u.s. dollars). 
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The m~in eligibility requirement for the state/territory is that the appli98nt must have an 
ownership interest in a main business (or two main business combined) with, an annual revenue 
of at least AUD $300,000 ($276,485 U.S. dollars) in at least 2 of the 4 fiscal years imme.diately 
preceding the application. Applicants must have held the position of a senior manager at that 
business and be available to spend at least 50 percent oftheir time on the new venture. In 
addition, applicants must have at least AUD $250,000 ($230,404 u.s: dollars) in personal 
assets that are transferable to Austral.ia within.2 years of being granted a·visa.; this represents a 
financial investment that is 50 percent of the national program. Also, the maximum age limit is 
~5 compared to 45 in the national program and there is no English language requirement. 

Immigrant characteristics. As Figure 14 illustrates, Australia's business owner program ,has 
experienced a higher participation rate than the investor program since 2004. According to 
program officials, this is likely due to the faqt that the investor stream requires a higher amount 
of het assets and, thus; more applicants are able to meet the financial eligibility requirements of 
the business owner stream. 

As is prominent in Figure 14, the number of business owner visas has decreased in recent 
years; this is likely due to the. increase in popularity of the State/Territory program, which is 
illustrated below in Figure 15; Figure 15 indicates the dominance and steady increase in the 
popularity of the State/Territory program over the national program. This trend is consistent with 
other programs studied as the local programs have lower eligibility criteria and, thus, are 
available to a wider array of applicants. 

Figure 14: Australia's Business Owner Visas 

2004•2005 2005-2006 ' 2006-2007 2007-2008 

-+- Business 
_._Investor 

2008-2009 

Source: Business Skills Policy, Department of Immigration and Citizenship National Office. 
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Figure 15: Australia's Business Ow11er Visas 
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Source: Business Skills Policy, Department of lmfnigra,tion and Citizen~fiip National Offi_ce. 

6.4. Compa_rison of Core Program Characteristics 
T~ble 14 summarizes the eligibility criteri~ of each country's program. Differences exist across 
the programs in terms of program "type" (investment versus entrepreneur), minimum capital 
requirement, and timeframe for permanent status eligibility. Lack .of comparable data for all . 
programs for the number of applications and vis~;~s issued prevent us from rnaking a quantitative 
cross-country comparison of demand for each program. 

The mission of the EB-5 program differs from th~t of the programs in the UK, Canada, and 
Australia. While similar in name and types of applicants, t.he investor programs in the UK, 
Canada, and Australia are primarily immigration program~. with a secondary ·mission of 
generating investment and jobs. The opposite is true in the U.S. While the EB-5 program has a 
clear goal of quantifiable job cre~tion, the programs in the three other countries are primarily 
focused on attracting wealthy immigrants. Furthermore, in the UK, Canada, and Australia, the 
immigrant investor program is one of ma_ny business immigration programs and its application 
process and policies are not substantially unique from the other business immigration programs . 

. These differences have implications for the way that the programs a.re designed and executed. 
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Table 14:· !Cross-Country Program Comparison: Eligibility 

Unltld Stales Canada Unltld Kingdom Australia 

EB-5 Progr:arn RegiCitaJ cen1er Invest en Entrepreneur lnves!Dr· Investor:• Entrepreneur lnvestcr Business 
Program Path One Path Two. Owner 

$1 miObn $1.6 mill on for None for None for $1.3milon 

lnvestmen t amount 
$ SOOK in high 

$370K Not defined 
appli:ation I appli:ationl application I (federal) I 

None 
$SOOK in rural unemployment area $33QK for $33QK for $330K for $670K(state· 

areas extension · extension extensbn territory) 

Type of inverunent 
Active or 

Active or 1'111!Stment Pll$ile Actile Pass i-.e Pas; i-.e Acti\E 
Active or 

Passiw 
investment ilvestm~nt 

Number of jobs 10 direct plus i1di'ea 
None for None for None for None for 

10di'ectPbs None applcationl1 appli:ationl2 applt:ationl2 ap pDcatio n 12 for None 2, non-fami~ 
Cleated pbs for. PR status for extenso n for extenso n extensbn 

Years of bi.ISi ness 
None None 

2 (m anaglng 5 
2 None None None 3 3 

experenoe employees) 

BusinessnetY«Jrth None None. None None None None None None $92K 

None: None 
.. 

$280K Annual revenue None None None None None. None 

$2.1 milion 
Perill nal net \VOrth None None ' $740K $280K None $3.2 millen None (federal) I $1 M $230K 

( state-te rrlory) .. 

Uquid assets None None None None None 
$1.6 milion 

$330K None $460K 
(from ban) 

FundS .for !I! I support ·No No Yes No No No Yes No No 

Yes (federal) I Yes (federal) I 
Language profi:ency No No No No No No Yes No (state- No (state-

territory) territory) 

Age lmit No No No No No No No 
4 5 (fed era!) I 55 45 (federal) 1 55 
(state-territory) (state-territory) 

-
Years to permanent 

2 2 3 .3 5 5 5 4 2 status (m hi mum) 

'source: ICF International. Monetary figures are in U.S. doilars, rounded to the nearest$10,000. 

The EB-5 Program is unique as it uses job creation as a key criterion for eligibility .. The 
programs in the UK, Canada, and Australia do not evaluate their impact on job creation or 
investment generated so data to quantify the economic impact ofthese programs are not 
available. · 

7. Foreign Investor Program Management 
This section of the report discusses various aspects of each eountry's program management, 
such as marketing and outreach, the application process, and fraud prevention, among others. 
This analysis is based primarily on information gathered through interviews with program 
managers in the UK, Canada, and Australia. 
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7.1. United Kingdom 
Marketing and outreach. Marketing for the UK's immigrant investor program focuses on the 
new point-based system (PBS) that was adopted recently. Because it is a new system, there is 
a significant level of marketing for all the tier categories. The UK Border Agency launched an 
internal multi-media campaign that included TV, radio, and print media to promote the ease of · 
the new application process. The campaign was aimed at employers in the UK that, under the 
new system, are required to register as sponsors {not applicable to the investor program). They 
also reached out directly to stakeholders and employers across the UK through a series of road 
shows. 

Very little marketing is done to attract potential foreign immigrants. The limited marketing that is 
done is managed by the UK Trade and Industry Committee. This includes limited targeted 
media, such as trade magazines and various business and educational outlets emphasizing the 
benefits of the UK as a place in which to invest and live. 

Application process. The UK application process recently underwent a major overhaul. There 
was general agreement among stakeholders that the new process represents a significant 
improvement over the old application process. It has been found to be significantly more 
efficient and easier to navigate despite the initial lengthy processing times that occurred as the 
new system was implemented. · 

The new UK application process has no standard application deadline or timeframe. The PBS 
is based on a .hub-and-spoke framework (rather than a centralized framework) in which various 
UK offices around the world maintain responsibility for responding to local applications. 
Applications from geographic areas that do not normally submit applications and those for 
people transferring from another immigration status, however, are :reviewed in the UK. This 
decentralized framework differs from the older system that was more centralized and had longer 
wait times. 

UK program representatives indicate that the hub-and-spoke framework has improved the 
quality of the application process but that processing times can vary depending on the country 
of origin. If an overseas application is denied, an applicant can request an administrative 
review, which is conducted locally and relatively quickly. Conversely, the appeal process for 
applications reviewed in the UK can be lengthy. 

Prevention of fraud and security risks. Because the UK investor program requires that 
investments are made into FSA-regulated institutions, fraud has not been a substantial concern 
for program managers. Each investment institution is responsible for regulation and identifying 
and responding to risks of fraud. Discussions are currently underway about what might be done 
at the program administration level to ensure security. · 

7.2. Canada 
Marketing and outreach. The country-wide Canadian program conducts no marketing or 
outreach for the entrepreneur program. there is a significant backlog of applications so they 
have not felt a need to advertise to potential applicants. Canadian program officials believe that 
most applicants hear about the program through word-of-mouth from other immigrants or 
professionals within the business community. Provincial programs, on the other hand, are 
engaged in marketing and outreach to encourage investment in under-represented regions. 

Application process. Applicants are required to apply in their country of residence. These 
applications are received and processed locally by staff at Canada~s offices in the country of the 

72 

79 

IIUSA DOC#0032102 - www.iiusa.org



applicant. Depending on the'country, the wait time for the application processes can be from 3 
to 5 years after submission. When an application file comes to the'top of the queue, the visa 
officer overseas ensures that the applicant has satisfied eligibility and admissibility criteria. In 
the case of businesses class applicants, this generally requires reyiewing the supporting 
business documentation. If the documentation is unclear, the reviewer requests additional 
information or an interview with the applicant. 

Once the applicant has met the eligibility requirements, the reviewE!r orders a background check 
to confirm admissibility, ensuring that there are no medical or criminal background concerns. If 
an applicant is deemed eligible and admissible, then a visa is issued and the applicant is 
required to sign that they acknowledge the conditions. Entrepreneurs are the only class of 
immigrants who are given conditional status. They are given a 3-year period in which they are 
required to report on their progress of satisfying the program requirements. 

Prevention of fraud and security risks. Frau.d prevention is the responsibility of each post. 
Every office has an immigration integrity officer to oversee fraud and security risk prevention. In 
addition, application reviewers are trainedJo search for fraud and criminality as part of the 
application review. According to Canada's program representative, the last major offense by a 
program participant occurred many years ago. Most cases of fraud consist of illegitimate 
businesses or "fronts." The program's primary concern regarding fraud and security risk 
prevention is to ensure that applicants have acquired their assets through legal means. 

7 .3. Australia 
Marketing and outreach. The country-wide Australian program conducts no marketing or 
outreach for its entrepreneur program. Similar to the Canadian programs, there is some 
marketing conducted by Australia's state/territory governments through overseas employment 
expositions. · · 

Application process. Most applicants apply for a 4-year provisional (temporary) visa and then 
apply for permanent residence after 2 - 4 years when they are able to show satisfactory 
evidence of a minimum level of business or investment activity in Australia.26 

The processing times for applications that are submitted with complete documentation vary 
depending on the specific country requirements. The process defines countries as either"high 
risk" or "low risk," which subsequently prescribes requirements: Low risk countries are 
Electronic Travel Authority (ETA) eligible; high risk countries are not. ETA-eligible countries 
include Brunei, Canada, Hong Kong, Japan, Malaysia, Singapore,,south Korea, and the United 
States. In general, 75 percent of Business Skills applications are finalized within 9 months for 
applicants from low-risk countries and within 15 months for applicants from high-risk countries. 

Prevention of fraud and security risks. The incidences of fraud associated with Australia's 
Business Migration Program are low and most are identified during the assessment of the visa, 
according to Australia's program representative. Similar to Canada, the most common security 
issues are related to ensuring that assets have been lawfully acquired. Document examiners 
assess whether documentation is genuine for cases in which ther~: is cause for concern. 

26 Australia's Business Migration Progtam has the following 4 visa processing offices: (1) Hong Kong- processes all offshore 
applications from residents ofthe PRC including China, Hong Kong, and Macau: (2) Taipei.- processes offshore applications 
from Taiwan residents; (3) Perth -processes offshore applications from the rest of the world; and (4) Adelaide- processes 
visa applications from within Australia. 
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8. Success Factors 
In this section, we outline factors of the various immigrant investment programs that have 
contributed to their success. None of the programs discussed have been formally evaluated so 
it is not possible to identify, isolate, or quantify the economic and other impacts of particular 
program factors due to a lack of data. Instead pf focusing on impacts, we highlight and discuss 
policies and program management elements that have been reported to be particularly 
successful in attracting immigrant investors and entrepreneurs. 

8.1. Program Impacts 
Immigrant investor and entrepreneur program counterparts in the U.K., Canada, and Australia 
w~re asked to describe the success factors of their programs. Ideally, the efficacy of an 
immigrant investor program could be measured in terms ofjob cre~tion or total invested capital. 
None of the programs assessed, however, report this information. While Australia continually 
evaluates its immigration programs, their individual economic impacts are not addressed. The 
U.K. and Canada also evaluate their programs, but the focus is on program management rather 
than program efficacy. An additional constraint in the measurement of program success is the 
lack of accurate data addressing the impacts of immigrant investor: programs on specific 
industries or regions. Therefore, no detailed information pertaining to the individual impacts on 
specific industries or regions of investment is available. 

8.2. Program Successes 
In addition to a program's ec~:>nomic impact, the success of an immigrant investor program can 
be evaluated based on its ability to attract applicants. To some extent, the U.S., U.K., Canada, 
and Australia are competing for the same pool of high-quality, high net-worth immigrants. 
Across all countries evaluated, lifestyle, educational opportunities, and career advancement 
were cited as the primary motiVqting factors for immigrants to participate .in the programs. 
Certain programs, even within a given country, have been more successful than others. 

We asked program managers from the U.K., Canad~. and Australia to ·comment on elements of 
each program's design and management that have contributed to the program's success. 
Several key themes emerged from these discussions to explain why certain programs are more 
successful than others in attracting applicants: 

Financial requirements. In both Canada and Australia, the Provincial or State/Territory 
programs have experienced a significantly higher participation rate than the national programs. 
This disparity in participation ·is partly attributed to the less stringent financial requirements for 

. the local programs. Because of lower financial requirements, more immigrants are eligible to 
apply. 

Adjudication process. In the case of Canada, an additional reason for the higher participation 
rate in the provincial program is the speed and ease of the adjudication process. In the 
Canadian program, the application process for an entrepreneur applying through the provincial 
program is approximately 1-2 years-substantially less than the .3-5 years that are typical in the 
federal program. 

Pre-application support. An additional success factor associated with Canada's provincial 
program is the support it offers to applicants throughout the application process. The provincial 
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program offers more support 'to t_he applicant, requiring an exploratory visit where the applicant 
meets with local representatives and is offered counseling on starting a business. 

Objectivity. All of the programs evaluated have undergone some degree of redesign. In the 
UK and Canada, redesigns were performed to ensure a greater level of objectivity in the 
adjudication process.27 In the UK, the entire immigration system was revamped towards a 
point-base system (PBS), w~ich was intended to streamline the e~aluation process and make it 
more objective. Similarly, th~ Canadian program was centralized fo ensure a greater level of 
consistency in processing and to address concerns from applica_nts about subjective 
adjudication. 

Secure pathway to permanent residency. Representatives from the Canadian program 
indicated that one of the main reasons they believe that the entrepreneur program is not as 
popu_lar as the investor program is the use of conditional status. As they strive to increase the 
number of applicants in the entrepreneur program, they are considering eliminating the 
conditional status to make it comparable to the investor program. The rationale pehind this 
argument is that immigrants in both programs are being asked to commit substantial resources 
to Canada and, thus, ensuring a secure pathway to permanent residency appears necessary to 
attract immigrant investors and entrepreneurs. 

Application and business development support. Because of the higher participation rate at 
the provincial level, Canada is attempting to develop a more supportive application process at 
the national level that mirro.rs: the support that applicants receive in: the provincial programs. 
According to Canadian program representatives, they are considering adding a requirement that 
national-level applicants undertake an exploratory site visit, thereby allowing the applicant to 
network with local economic development officials and acquire a better sense of what to expect 
when they immigrate. · 

Currently, many of the provinces require a visit and an interview with the local economic 
development office, which prc;>gram officers believe may have contributed to an increase in the 
number of provincial applicati.ons. In addition to obtaining more support throughout the 
application process, immigrants who have had a chance to meet with local economic 
development agencies are also able to submit stronger applications. 

Similar evidence of the positive contribution of application and business development support· 
was provided by program representatives in Australia. Local governments provide business 
mentoring and a close working relationship to support the applicant through the adjudication 
process and beyond. According to program officials, many successful businesses indicate that 
this involvement qf the local ~ovemments is critical to the program's success. 

27 This push towards objectivity, however, was not accompanied by enhanced program measurement through the collection of 
program outcome data. · 
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9. Introduction 
This report presents the results of our review of the EB-5 Program's application and adjudi~tion 
process. To prepare this report, ICF interviewed key stakeholders of the EB-5 immigrant 
investor program. We interviewed select Regional Center operators, immigrant investors, and 
USCIS adjudicators. 

ICF asked stakeholders about aspects of the program that they thought should be enhanced 
and ways in which the EB-5 Program could be modified to attract more investors, improve the 
adjudication process, and increase its economic impact. In addition to recommendations from 
stakeholders, ICF drew from the international immigrant programs profiled in Task 2 of this 
project, "Immigrant Investor Programs in the United Kingdom, Canada, arid Australia: A 
Comparison." The final section of this report identifies a series of recommendations that USCIS · 
might consider to enhance the EB-5 immigrant investor program. 

9.1. Overview of the EB-5 Program 
The EB-5 Program began as part of the Immigration Act of 1990 to encourage non-U.S. 
residents to invest in the United States. Under the EB-5 Program, non-l).S. residents can invest 
in U.S. businesses and gain eligibility to apply for permanent residence in the U.S. as long as 
certain investment and job creation requirements are satisfied. 

The EB-5 Program initially required an investor to invest $1 million in a U.S. business that would 
directly create at least 1 0 full..;. time jobs, but the program was modified to increase its 
attractiveness. In 1992, Congress created the Immigrant Investor Pilot Program aimed at 
attracting a larger number of applicants to the EB-5 Program. Under this pilot program, foreign 
investors can invest in designated "Regional Centers" that make investments on behalf of 
investors. Regardless of whether an alien investor participates in the Immigrant Investor Pilot 
Program or the regular EB-5 program, investors are eligible to apply for permanent. residence if 
they invest at least $500,000 :in a "targeted employment area."28 Under the Regional Center 
investment option, investors must demonstrate that their investment created at least 1 0 direct or 
indirect fuiHime jobs.29 

• · 

Approximately 10,000 visas are allocated to the EB-5 Program each year, 3,000 ofwhich are 
set aside for investors who invest in Regional Centers. The utilization ofthe program; however, 
has been very limited. 

9.2. About Regional Centers 
Regional Centers are defined by 8 CFR § 204.6(~) as "any economic unit, public or private, that 
is involved with the promotion of economic growth, including increased export sales, improved 
regional productivity, job creation, and increased domestic capital investment." Regional 
Centers focus on specific geographic areas and industries within the U.S. and must be 
approved by USCIS. · 

28 A "targeted employment area" is defined by 8 CFR § 204.6(e) as an "area which, at the time of investment is a rural area or 
an area which has experienced unemployment of at least 150 percent of the national average rate." 

29 Indirect jobs ~re those created in other businesses by the economic activity generated by the enterprise in which the 
investment was made. 
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As of June 24, 2010, there were 92 USCIS-approved Regional Centers across the U.S. 
incl1,.1sive of the Territory of Guam. Table 15 presents the number of Regional Centers in each 
state. It is important to note that some Regional Centers encompass more than a single state. 
For example, North Can;>lin~ and South Carolina share a Regional Center, and another 
Regional Center encompasses areas of Alabama, Florida, Georgia and Tennessee. Some of 
these centers focus on one i~dustry, while others focus on multiple industries. For instance, the 
California Wineries and Vineyards, LLC Regional Center purchases vineyards and invests in 
troubled vineyards on behalf .of its investors, while the Hawaii Regh;ma.l Center invests in 
multiple industries, including agriculture, alternative energy, and film, among others. · 

Table 145: Number of Regional Centers, By State 

s~~~e 
Number of 

Regional Centers 

California 26 
Florida 11 
Washington 7 
Wa~hington, DC 3 
Louisiana and Mississippi 30 4 ,, 

New York 3 
Hawaii 3 
lllinpis 2 
Pennsylvania · 2 
Texas and Oklahoma31 3 
Wisconsin 2 
Ala pam a 1 

· Ari_zona 1 
Colorado 3 
Georgia 3 
Guam 1 
Idaho 2 
Kentucky 1 
Tennessee 1. 
Iowa 1 
Ka11sas 1 
Massachusetts 1 
Michigan 3 
Nevada 3 
New Jersey 1 
Nor;th Carolina 2 
Ohio 3 

· 30 Louisiana and Mississippi have four Regional Centers: Gulf Coast Funds Management,· LCC and Louisiana Mississippi RC 
· invest acr~ss both states; New Orleans' Mayor's Office RC invests in the city ofN~w Orleans, LA.; Mississippi Gaming and 

Entertainment Regional Center is located solely in Mississippi 
31 Texas and Oklahoma have three Regional Centers: South West Biofuel RC, LLC invests in 40 counties in northwest Texas 

and 9 counties in western Oklahom~; Global Century (Houston) focuses on Houston's Chinatown area; City of Dallas RC 
fi;lcuses on the city of Dallas. 
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South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Vermont 

Source: www.uscis.gov 

9.3. About Immigrant Investors 

1 
1 
1 

Although the EB-5 Program .is allocated 10,000 visas annually, the-utilization of the program has 
been much lower. According to a report by the Government Accountability Office (GAO), a total 

- of 6,024 visas were issued to forei~n investors from 1992 through 2004, which amounts to 
approximately 500 visas per year.3 More recently, the utilization of the EB•5 Program has been 
above average with 749 visas issued in fiscal year (FY) 2006, 806 in FY2007, and 1,360 in 
FY2008.33 -

According to the GAO report; approximately 4,981 (or 83 percent of the total) EB-5 visas 
between 1992 and 2004 were issued to individuals from Asi~. with 2;323 (or 39 percent of the 
total) visas issued to individuals from Taiwan. The second most represented continent is 
Europe with approximately 546 (or 9 percent of the total) visas issued over the same time 
period. 

The GAO .report also indicates that almost 41 percent of immigranfinvestors established 
·business operations in the state of California during the period. f\{taryland was the second most 
represented destination with approximately 11 percent of the total. 

9.4. About the Adjudication Process 
Application 
The EB-5 application process begins with the submission of Form 1-526 (lmm_igrant Petition by 
Alien Entrepreneur) with supporting documentation. The supporting documentation includes 
evidence that the applicant's ;investment plan satisfies the requirements of the EB-5 Program, 
including: {1) the investment is of the requisite amount, depending on the geographic area of the 
investment; (2) proof that the investment funds were obtained legally; {3) the creation of the 
requisite number of jobs; a_nd (4) documentation outlining the applicant's active managerial role 

· in the new enterprise; for example, corporate officer or board member, or, ih the case of a 
limited partnership, is a limited partner under the provisions of the Uniform Limited Partnership 

. Act (ULPA). . 

Processing and Adjudication 
After receiving Form 1-526 and supporting documentation, an adjudicator begins processing the 
application at the USC IS California Service Center. If there are deficiencies in the application. 
package, the adjudicator can request additional .information by submitting a request for evidence 
(RFE) to the investor. 

32 Government. Accountability Office, "Immigrant Investors: Small Number of ParticipantS Attributed. to Pending Regulations and 
Other Factors" (GA0-05-256), April2005. 

33 Source: DHS Office of Immigration Statistics, "2008 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics," 
htto:l/www.dhs.gov/xlibrarv/assets/statistics/yearbook/2008/ois yb 2008.pdf (accessed November 30, 2009). 

. " i 
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If the 1-526 is denied, the adjudicator composes and sends a letter describing the reasons for 
the denial to the applicant. The applicant may appeal the decision by filing Form 1-2908 (Notice 
of Appeal to the Administrative Appeals Office). 

If the 1-526 is approved, the applicant has two options for obtaining conditional permanent 
residence: (1) If the applicant: is already residing in the U.S., the applicant may submit an 
Adjustment of Status'request.by submitting Form 1~485 (Application to Register Permanent 
Residence or Adjust Status); 'or (2) If the applicant is outside the U.S., the applicant may apply 
for a visa through the U.S. Department of State. · 

If the 1-526 is approved and the applicant is already residing in the U.S., the applicant submits 
Form 1-485 with supporting documentation for review by a USCIS adjudicator, who may request 
an interview with the applicant to obtain clarifying or additional information. If the Form 1-485 
package is approved, the investor is provided with an Alien Registration Card (Form 1-551) that 
grants the applicant a two-year period of conditional lawful residence. If the Form 1-485 
package is denied, the application process ends. 

If the 1-526 is approved and the applicant is not residing in the U.S., the investor must submit a 
visa application to the U.S. Department of State. The visa·application is then reviewed by an 
officer at the local consulate who may request an interview with the applicant to obtain cl'arifying 
or additional information. If the immigrant visa application is approved then the investor may 
apply for entry as a conditional permanent resident. If the application is denied, the application 
process ends. 

Once a conditional visa is granted, the immigrant investor has a two-year probationary period to 
meet the conditions set forth .in Form 1-526. Within 90 days of the expiration of conditional 
residence, the immigrant investor may submit Form 1-829 (Petition by Entrepreneur to Remove 
Conditions) and supporting documentation to the USCIS California Service Center to remove 
conditions placed on status if the·EB-5 requirements have been· satisfied. 

An EB-5 adjudicator begins processing the 1-829 and supporting documentation once received. 
If any deficiencies exist, the adjudicator may issue an RFE to the immigrant investor to obtain 
clarifying or additional information. If the 1-829 is approved, the immigrant investor has the 
conditions on his/her lawful permanent residence removed and becomes a regular "green card" 
holder without any conditions attached. If the 1-829 is denied, the adjudicator notifies the local 
USC IS office with jurisdiction over the immigrant investor's residence. The local USC IS office 
then writes a denial letter to the immigrant investor, notifying him or her of the adjudication 
result. The immigrant investor may then appeal the denial in front of an immigration judge.34 

While not required, an immigrant investor may ch~ose to apply for U.S. citizenship by submitting 
Form N-400 (Application for Naturalization). 

9.5. Description of the Stakeholders lnte~iewed 
ICF conducted interviews with two Regional Center operators, four immigrant investors, and 
three USCIS adjudicators in October and November of 2009.35 ICF also toured the sites of 
various regional center projects in Seattle, Washington. The purpose of the interviews was to 
gather personal accounts from a variety of individual stakeholders involved in the Regional 

34 The source of this process description is the GAO report (2005) cited above. If the immigration judge denies the immigrant 
investor's appeal, the immigrant investor may appeal through the U.S. court system. 

35 ICF was provided contact information for four adjudicators; of these, three expressed ·availability for an interview. 
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Center program to obtain feepback about the application and adjudication process. Individuals 
interviewed provided personal opinions and made recommendations about how to enhance the 
program and attract additional investors. As such, the experiences· and recommendations 
presented in this report are those of the stakeholders interviewed and may not be wholly 
representative of the prograrn.36 The list of stakeholders interview~d can be found in Appendix 
A. ' ' 

Regional Center Operators 
ICF interviewed two of the most established Regional Center operators in the country, one from 
CanAm Enterprises and one from American Life. Each interview lasted approximately 1.5 
hours. The Regional Center Interview guide can be found in Appendix B. 

CanAm Enterprises 

ICF spoke with a representative of CanAm Enterprises on October 9, 2009, at its New York. City · 
office. The representative has been· involved in the EB-5 Program since its origin and has been 
involved in Canada's Business Immigrant Investor Program (BliP) since 1987. CanAm has 
provided financial advisory services for immigration-linked investment in Canada and the U.S. 
for more than 20 years. CanAm is the current exclusive promoter of four EB-5 Regional 
Centers: two in Pennsylvani$ [the Philadelphia Industrial Development Corporation (PI DC) 
Regional Center and the Pen.nsylvania Department of Community and Economic, Development 
(DCED) Regional Center] ·and two newer centers in Hawaii and Los Angeles. 

When the EB-5 Program reopened Tn 2002, CanAm and PI DC applied for designation as 
Regional Centers. The PI DC Regional Center was formally designated in February of 2003 and 
has supported such projects as the development of the Comcast Center, Continental Midtown 
(restaurant), a University City Science Center, and the enlargement of the Aker Philadelphia 
Shipyard. 

The PI DC Regional Center currently has more than 620 investors. Building on the work of the 
PI DC Regional Center, CanAm, working with the state DCED, opened the statewide DCED 
Regional Center in April of 2007. The DCED Regional Center currently has almost 330 
investors. In early 2008, CanAm became the exclusive promoter of the Hawaii Department of 
Business, Economic Development and Tourism (DBEDT) Regional Center, which was originally 
designated in 1995. The center was reaffirmed in October of 2008. Unlike the other three 
centers, the Los Angeles Film Regional Center, which was designated in March of 2008, has a 
specific industry focus to facifitate motion picture and television production in the County of Los 
Angeles. · · 

'! 

The CanAm representative believes the key to its success is the creation of partnerships 
between the local economic development agency and the Regional Centers. The city or lo.cal 
agency recommends which projects to .focus on and CanAm then selects the projects that are 
most suitable for EB-5 investment. ' 

: 
. American Life 

36 To the extent possible, ICF attempted to interview a range of respondents. Our sample of immigrant investors, however, may 
not be representative of the total population. According to the GAO report (2005), Asia is the main source of immigrant 
investors in the EB-5 Program. ICF did not have access, however, to any immigrant investors from Asia because we wen~ 
only provided the names and contact information for six immigrants, five of whom were from the UK and one who was from 
Canada. · · 
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ICF spoke with a representative from American Life on October 13, 2009, at its offices in 
Seattle, Washington. After'the interview, ICF was taken on a tour of several investment 
projects, including a row of rehabilitated warehouses, a newly renovated bar/restaurant, and a 
Marriott hotel in downtown Seattle that was under construction. 

The Regional Center was established in 1996 and has been operating continuously since that 
time (except for when the program was temporarily suspended). American Life invests in real 
estate development, primarily in the rapidly developing district of Seattle known as SoDa. The 
majority of projects consist of the rehabilitation of commercial and light industrial/warehouse 
space. 

In addition to job creation, other regional benefits cited by the American L.ife representative 
included increased property tax revenues, the attraction of businesse·s to the area as the 
infrastructure is upgraded, and enhanced property values. Because the investment model does 
not rely on bank debt, American Life is able to build facilities without a tenant in ·place, which 
allows more flexibility to develop in distressed areas where banks do not generally lend. 
According to American Life's ~estimations, approximately 650 immigrants have invested through 
American Life, nearly 1 00 of whom have already gained permanent resident status. In addition 
to immigrant investors- who. constitute half of its investors- American Life also attracts U.S. 
financial investors. · 

American Life attributes its success to its ability to attract U.S. investors. In a practical sense, 
by investing in a partnership in which two-thirds of the investors are U.S. citizens and thus do 
not need to prove job creation, there is less concern about satisfying the job creation quota as 
there is less pressure on the project to support job creation numbers for all investors. This fact 
was cited by the immigrant investors interviewed as a key reason they chose to invest with 
American Life. 

Immigrant Investors · 
ICF interviewed four immigrant investors, three of whom are from the UK and one of whom is 
from Canada. The Immigrant Investor Interview Guide can be found in Appendix C. It is 
important to caveat that this small sample of interviewees is not representative of the population 
of EB-5 immigrant investors, who are predominantly from Asia. The sample is further biased by 

. the fact that we only had access to immigrants who had agreed to·be interviewed. Selection 
and contact information was provided by USCIS and the Reg·ionaJ:Centers representatives 
whom we interviewed. 

The experiences of the immigrant investors vary and each provided feedback on the program 
based on their individual experiences. ICF spoke with four immigrant investors, all of whom 
immigrated to the U.S. with their spouses. Three of the four couples immigrated with their 
children; the fourth had adult children who chose to remain in Canada. 

None of the immigrant investors had lived abroad before immigrating to the U.S., but all had 
spent time in the U.S. on vacation. All four of the interviewees had at least a college degree, 
and three of the four had higher professional degrees or training. All four investors invested the 
minimum $500,000 through the Regional Center program, and all invested in commercial real 
estate projects through American Life. Three of the immigrants interviewed invested in projects 
to remodel warehouses for higher quality warehouse space or oth~r commercial activity in an 
economically distressed neighborhood of Seattle, Washington. on·e individual invested in the 
Alaska building remodel (Marriott Hotel) in an economically distres,$ed area of downtown 
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Seattle. The immigrants interviewed submitted their initial applications in 2005, and all four 
have obtained unconditional permanent resident status. 

Adjudicators 
ICF interviewed three adjudicators from the California Service Center on November 18 -.19 · 

(b)(6) 
2 

.. 
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1 o. Findings 
This section of the report summarizes the themes discussed throughout the interview process. 
ICF specifically solicited feedback from stakeholders about ways in which the program could be 
modified to attract additional investors, improve operations, and enhance its overall economic 
impact. Feedback was provided by the Regional Center operators, the immigrant investors, and 
the adjudicators. The main findings are presented below .. 

1 0.1.Attracting Investors 
For the program to have the maximum benefit possible, it needs to attract more investors, 
thereby increasing its total job creation impact. ICF solicited feedback from stakeholders about 
ways in which the program could be modified to attract more investors and on challenges they 
faced in their own experiences (if any). The immigrant investors also provided their thoughts on 
what specifically attracted them to invest in the U.S. through the EB-5 Program. 

Need for Targeted Marketing 

To successfully market the EB-5 Program, USCIS needs to be aware of the key motivations for 
individuals who fall into the EB-5 Program target market. All interviewees indicated that the 
U.S. was their first choice of immigration destination because they were familiar with the country 
after years of visiting on vacations. Two of the four immigrants interviewed had already made 
real estate investments in the u.s. at the time of their application. 

While they were all familiar with the U.S. and dedicated to finding a way to immigrate, immigrant 
investors indicated that it was very difficult to find inform·ation about the EB-5 Program. All 
interviewees indicated that the EB-5 Program was not widely known even in the international 
immigrant community and th~t they had learned about the program by accident 

One interviewee indicated ·that he was told about the EB-5 program by a landlord in Florida 
whom he met while visiting on vacation. Another interviewee indicated that after three years of 
exploring options of how to immigrate to the U.S., they had given up and had begun to explore 
immigrating to Australia. He and his wife attended an annual immigration exhibition in the UK; 
while there was no formal presentation about the EB-5 Program, they happened to learn about it 
through word-of-mouth. 

The Canadian immigrant interviewed provided a similar story; after visiting the U.S. on vacation 
for years, he and his wife were interested in immigrating. He consulted with the largest 
immigration law firm in Calgary, but they were unaware of the EB-5 Program and recommended 
a worker visa. He later learned about the program through word-of~mouth. 

• I 

These stories suggest that even immigrants who are the EB-5 Program's target have difficulty 
finding information about the program. Due to a lack of available information, EB-5 immigrants 
have created forum sites, such as www.britishexpats.com, http://www.eb5visaclub.com/, a.nd 
http://www.eb-5center.com/about us. These.sites now serve as a key resource for potential 
EB-5 investors and EB-5 immigrants who are currently involved in the program. For a broader 
list of resources that are consulted by potential immigrant investors, see Appendix E. 

Lack of Knowledge about the Benefits of EB-5 

Beyond increasing awareness about the program, USCIS can attract more EB-5 immigrants by 
emphasizing two key "selling. points" of the EB-5 Program, as identified in the interviews. 
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First, the EB-5 Program allows underage dependents to gain permanent residence (versus 
having to apply on their own once they are of-age). Two of the immigrant investors interviewed 
indicated that one of the main reasons that they chose the EB-5 Program over other business 
visas is that it allows for permanent residency status for their children (dependents). Other 
programs allow entry, but once the dependents are 18 or older, they are required to apply 
independently for permanent residence. According to one investor, this benefit is the key 
reason that he and his family' chose this program. 

Second, Regional Centers investments have the potential to generate income for the investor. 
An EB-5 investment is "at risk" compared to the government-backed investments made through 
the programs in Canada, Australia, and the UK. The investment, therefore, has the potential to 
increase or decrease in valu~. One interviewee indicated that the reason he invested with the 
American Life Regional Center was because he believed his investment in real estate would 
generate personal income over time through increases in property values. American Life 
attracts U.S. investors as well as immigrant investors who are interested in making this type of 
real estate investment Depending on the specific project, roughly half to two-thirds of investors 
in each American Life project are U.S. citizens. While other entrepreneur and worker visas in 
the U.S. and worldwide allow immigrants an opportunity to earn income in a foreign country, the 
EB .. s program is the only vis~ program in which imm.igrants are able to ,generate income from a 
passive investment. · · 

10.2.Program Operations. 
ICF also solicited feedback from stakeholders about ways in which program operations could be 
improved. Recommendations were provided by the Regional Center operators, the immigrant 
investors, and the adjudicators. Throughout the interview process, .the main theme that arose in 
the interviews was that there is a lack of consistency, transparency, and assurance in the 
adjudication process. ' · · 

Regional Center operators did not feel that the program operation is sufficiently transparent, 
from both a process and adjudication perspective. Neither the appilcant nor the Regional Center 
is able to track the application's process and it was felt that there was a lack of available 
information about the specific judging criteria. Furthermore, Regional Center operators indicated 
that the adjudication process seemed to vary from case to case with little consistency. Despite 
all of the confusion reported, 'there is no point of contact within USCIS who can provide support 
and guidance when questions arise. 

Immigrant investors agreed that the application process should be streamlined and made more 
consistent The lack of communication and support throughout the adjudication process further 
aggravates concerns about the haphazardness of gaining permanent resident status. 
Adjudicators agreed that the process is complicated but necessary to ensure the program's 
integrity and reduce the threat of fraud. They suggested that the forms could be made more 
user-friendly, primarily by making the requirements for completion ·more explicit. While a sample 
or template cannot be provided for all documents needed to fulfill the application, a detailed 
explanation form that explained in greater depth what would be expected and that addressed 
frequently asked questions could be helpful. 

Despite the lack of transpare11cy throughout the process and anxiety endured while waiting for 
permanent residence status, ·most of the immigrant investors felt that the process was smooth 
overall. Moreover, the EB-5 program has relatively short processing times compared with other 
immigrant investor programs world-wide. Most 1-526 applications ~re reviewed in four months, 
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which is significantly shorter than the review period in the analogous programs of Canada, 
Australia, and the UK. · · 

Perceived Lack of Consistency and Transparency 

There was general concern ~xpressed from Regional Center operators and immigrant investors 
about a lack of consist~ncy ahd experience on the part of the adjudicators. One interviewee 
noted that the EB-5 application is more of a financial report than an immigration application, and 
thus adjudicators, who are trained to review immigration applications, may have difficulty 
reviewing EB-5 applications. 

Adjudicators rotate every few' years, making training and consistency an issue, which was 
exacerbated when operations in Texas merged with the California Service Center. The new 
adjudicators "were completely confused, they had no experience with economic reports and had 
no idea what they were looking at." This transition was frustrating for Regional Center operators 
who felt that the program was shifting continuously with retroactive application rules and 
inexperienced adjudicators asking for irrelevant requirements. 

This perceived lack of consistency is further compounded by the perceived lack of process 
transparency. Regional Center operators and immigrant investor applicants interviewed felt that 
the process was a "black box:." Even for applicants with legal representation and a Regional . 
Center that had submitted hundreds of applications, there was a sense of helplessness to what 
they perceived as inconsistent requirements from USCIS. The program operations were 
modified after the adjudication process was centralized at the Cal~ornia Service Center. This 
administrative change did affect ongoing adjudication processes; however, it is likely that the 
perception of disruption is more pronounced than an actual transformation of the program. 

Concerns· about Objectivity 

Investors and center operators also expressed frustration that there was no one at USCIS 
whom they could contact about their questions. According to one of the Regional Center 
operators interviewed, the program was stronger in its earlier form because they were able to 
speak to a person at USCIS if questions arose. However, due to concerns about objectivity and 
ex .. parte discussion, USCIS does not currently allow applicants or Regional Center operators to 
contact individuals involved in the adjudication process. 

Complicated Application Paperwork 

One of the key issues raised by all stakeholders was the need to streamline the application 
process. All immigrant investors and Regional Center operators interviewed expressed that 
there is a need for more clarity in the application rules, regulations, and paperwork. 

Applicants felt that the paperWork was repetitive, particularly in the.'sense that the 1-829 
application asked for the same paperwork that was provided in th~·initial application. This 
contributed to a general perception that there was a lack of records coordination on the part of 
USCIS.37 . · ,. 

According to the adjudicatorS that were interview~d. adjudicators mustwade through the 
paperwork provided by the R~gional Centers to find ,relevant information becaus~ there is no 

37 1t is possible that if applicants were able to complete this paperwork electronically, the burden wou.ld be reduced. However, 
this point was not raised by the stakeholders we interviewed and its implications may go well beyond the EB-5 Program; thus, 
we do not explore this issue further. 
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formal list of application elements. Adjudicators have an informal mental checklist of application 
elements that they are looking for as they review the applications; however, without a clear 
format, the information is often not presented in an orderly fashion:· 

Concerns about Program Risk 

Both Regional Center operators and immigrant investors expressed frustration about the level of 
risk that was required under the current program. It is a daunting process for immigrants as 
they are required to invest a significant sum of money and uproot their lives for two years 
without assurance that they are going to be able to remain permanently in the U.S. Most, if not 
all, investors purchase a house upon arriving in the U.S. so they are contractually bound to a 
mortgage. Also, they may have children enrolled in school, yet there is still the possibility that 
they will have to leave. 

Unlike the investments in the Canadian or Australian programs that are government-backed, an 
EB-5 investment is "at risk" by design. This fact alone is intimidating to potential investors, and 
it is only exacerbated by the additional uncertainty about their visa's conditionality. Immigrants 
who invest a significant amount of money "at risk" may not expect a visa guarantee, but they 
expect a straightforward process at a minimum. 

1 0.3. The Program'~ Economic Impact 
None of the immigrant investors inter-Viewed were responsible for validatrng their economic Uob 
creation) impact since all four invested through American Life, which was responsible for 
validating the job creation data. Because of this, the immigrant investors did not have many 
suggestions about how to increase the economic impact of the program. 

When asked about the minimum financial investment required for the EB-5 Program, there was 
a lack of consensus about whether fewer investors would be attracted if the dollar amount was 
increased. One interviewee indicated that $500,000 was the maximum that he was able to 
invest. He indicated that in practice, the total "investment" required summed to $1 million: 
$500,000 for the actual investment and $500,000 for the purchase of a new home and family 
relocation expens~s. In contrast, another investor indicated that he believes the program could 
require a more substantial investment. He felt that the majority of the people with means to 
qualify under the program would also be able to afford a $1 million,'investment This investor did 
indicate that the application process should be streamlined and that the conditionality should be 
removed if a larger investment was required. (This issue is discussed in more detail below.) 

11. Recommendations 
This section of the report discusses recommendations for the EB-5 Program. The 
recommendations presented;are informed by input from stakeholders as well as best practices 
identified in the Task 2 Report, which profiled immigrant investor programs in Canada, Australia, 
and the United Kingdom. 

11.1.Attracting Additional Investors 
Increase Program Awareness through Targeted Marketing 

As indicated in the Findings section, increasing the general awareness about the EB-5 Program 
is critical for attracting more investors. According to those interviewed, there is significant 
untapped demand for the EB-5 Program, .but due to lack of information about the program, 
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potential investors are not applying for it. Most of the Regional Centers do their own marketing. 
Most of the awareness, however, is still raised through word-of-mouth and networks of 
immigrant investors. 

To expand the program, USGIS must increase its marketing. Information about the EB-5 
Program and the existing Regional Centers is available on the USCIS website; however, the 
program is still not well known. Marketing efforts should target seasonal travelers who visit the 
U.S and immigrant real estate investors. These travelers and investors are a key market for the 
EB-5 Program as they are often high net-worth individuals who have the financial resources 
necessary for investment and are familiar with the U.S, thus making the transition easier. The 
marketing efforts do not need to be sophistiCated. According to the immigrants interviewed, 
providing basic education about the program to the target market may be the most valuable 
approach to attracting more investors. Tourists require a visa to enter the U.S. so USCIS could 
easily identify and target this population. 

In addition to targeting the ke·y market of seasonal travelers, USCIS should work. with partnering 
agencies and organizations in international countries, such as local government offices, 
immigration law firms and relocation assistants to ensure that the EB-5 Program is publicized at 
international immigration exhibitions and increase awareness among the international 
immigration law community. Information packets about the program, successful Regional 
Centers, and application details could be sent to large immigration law firms in countries that are 
a source of EB-5 applicants. 

Publicize the Unique Benefits of the EB·S Program 

Beyond identifying and marketing to the EB-5 target market, USC IS can attract more EB-5 
investors by publicizing the advantages of the program. As identified through the interviews, 
there are two key "selling points" of the EB-5 Program. First, the EB-5 Program allows 
underage dependents to gairi permanent residence (versus having. to apply on their own once 
they are of-age). This benefit was critical for two of the four investors i.nterviewed, both of whom 
learned about it only after doing independent research. This benefit of the EB-5 Program is not 
widely known and should be promoted to attract more families. · 

Second, Regional Center investments have the potential to generate income for the investor 
through increases in investment value over time. This is in contrast to the government-backed 

· investments made through the investor programs in the UK, Canada, and Australia. This 
benefit should also be publicized. 

11. 2./mproving Program Operations 
Allow Applicants to Track Their Progress 

The main theme that arose in the interviews concerning the program operations is the lack of 
consistency and transparency in the adjudication process. Regional Center operators and 
immigrant investors felt that the application process is a black box, ·without clear guidelines and 
a lack of consistency across cases and adjudicators. They did not. receive information about 
what phase of processing their application was in and were not able to access guidance or 
support from USCIS. One suggestion is to create a web site for applicants to check their status, 
.such as milestones completed. Applicants indicated that this simple reassurance of where they 
are in the process would go a long way to making them feel more at ease. 

Create a Customer-Supported Adjudication Process 
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The overall consensus from immigrant investors and Regional Center operators is that the EB-5 
adjudication process is not customer friendly. As discussed in the Task 2 Report, Canada's 
provincial program has a higher participation rate than the national' program because of the 
speed and ease of the adjudi¢ation process. While the U.S. adjudication processing time is 
already competitive (or better) compared with programs in other countries, the process is 
perceived to be cumbersom~ and not customer-friendly. · 

Furthermore, an additional success factor associated with Canada's provincial program is that it 
offers pre-application support to applicants with continued counseling throughout the application 
process. Under the EB-5 Program, the Regional Centers provide much of the support that is 
provided at the provincial level in Canada, such as pre-application Visits and connections to 
local economic development agencies. Regional Centers often put potential investors in touch 
with successful applicants from their country of origin and connect them to knowledgeable 
immigration lawyers. 

It was suggested that each applicant be assigned an advisor or mentor, who is not responsible 
for adjudicating their file but is well informed about the process. This advisor would most likely 
be a USCIS employee who would be able to provide support and answer questions about the 
process from first-hand knowledge but would not be responsible for their actual application. An 
alternative would be a call-in 'center staffed with USCIS operators knowledgeable about the 
program. The advantage of a~ mentor-style program is that each application is unique and 
complex and working with one mentor would mean that applicants and Regional Centers would 
not have to explain their situation every time they need support. However, either approach 
would provide much needed ~ssistance and avoid ex-parte conflicts. The Regional Centers and 
applicants would experience a more customer-friendly application process, and the adjudicators 
would get a stronger application that would require less follow-up paperwork requests. 

Finally, another approach to improving customer service and reducing confusion would be to 
rotate EB-5 adjudicators less frequently than the standard two years. This would allow 
adjudicators to develop their expertise and ensure a greater level of consistency throughout the 
adjudication process. If a longer term of service is instituted for EB-5 adjudicators, it might also 
be useful to provide these adjudicators with additional training in finance and economic 
development. 

Streamline the Application :Paperwork 

All stakeholders we interviewed agreed that the application paperwork is confusing. They 
indicated that additional guid~nce to clarify application requirements would be helpful. USCIS 
continuously improves its forms with input from the adjudicators. The adjudicators 
recommended reviewing the 1-526 and 1-829 application forms to streamline the questions and 
provide clearer guidance on what forms are required and the pro~ss for proving suitability. The 
adjudicators interviewed indicated that they are planning to create !a streamlined form and offer 
more technical assistance. It was recommended that a detailed explanation form be created for 
applicants as they enter the process. The document would explain the application form and 
address frequently asked questions. 

One key element of the application paperwork that was identified by center operators and 
investors as particularly difficult is furnishing all of the required documents .needed to prove 
legitimacy of funds. The application requires extensive paperwork that many felt was in excess 
of what was needed to prove that they gained their funds lawfully. It was suggested that instead 
of tracing every dollar earned, immigrants should only be required to show the source of the 
investment funds. 
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Pre-approve Regional Center Projects 

For Regional Center approval, most of the questions or requests for additional information relate 
to confirming the job creation quotas of a particular project. For all applications that were 
submitted through the Regional Centers interviewed, this responsibility was taken care of by the 
Regional Center operator and not the applicant. The job creation assessment is tied to the 
project's ability to create employment opportunities and not the individual applicant. Thus, one 
way to streamline the application process would be to pre-approve Regional Center projects 
and allow applicants to simply verify their investment in a pre-approved project. This would 
ensure that each prQject would be evaluated only once as part of the Regional Center project 
application and for each immigrant application. 

Pre-approval of Regional Center projects would reduce the application burden for the immigrant 
investor (who, in most cases, is completely removed from any discussion of the job creation 
quota) and reduce the number of questions or requests, promoting a faster and more efficient 
adjudication process. Under the current program, the only way to have a project adjudicated is 
to have an investor apply. However, this places a significant burden on the first applicant. 
Therefore, in addition to improving the application process, this approach would increase the 
predictability of the application process for investors because it would remove what is perceived · 
as the riskiest part of the appiication. If a Regional Center shows a pattern of not meeting its 
obligations through a variety of projects, then its approval could be. revoked. 

Reduce the Risk 

A legitimate adjudication process is necessary to discourage fraud. Interviewees felt, however, 
that there should be a way for USCIS to confirm that jobs are created without imposing such a 
risky application process. One Regional Center operator suggested allowing applicants that are 
not able to prove job creation in two years to defer their application for an additional two years. 
The two-year period is unrealistic for some projects that require several years to begin 
generati.ng jobs. This flexibility would reduce the time pressure while also ensuring that the 
applicant is accountable for job creation. Alternatively, the program cauld issue a Good Faith 
Waiver that would not penalize immigrants who applied through a project that was sidetracked 
for reasons out of their control. Once investors have invested their funds in a legitimate job
creating program, they should be able to get assurance that they will gain a permanent visa 
regardless of the success or failure of the investment. · 

11. 3. Enhancing the ;Program's Economic Impact 
Create a Program for High Net-Worth Immigrants 

. . : 

To increase the economic impact and the certainty of the program, it was suggested that an 
alternative immigration program be established for individuals demonstrating a net worth of at 
least $10 million. The program would offer a more direct route for gaining permanent residence 
with no conditional status as long as the immigrant could present the financial balance sheets 
and have no criminal record.: This certainty would attract immigrants who have the financial 
capacity but are discouraged by the current program's risk.· 

The investor who recommended this approach argued that regardless of how the investment is 
used, high net worth individuals that become U.S. residents contribute to the U.S. tax revenue. 
Moreover, high net worth individuals are more likely than others to invest or engage in local 
business ventures that could bring additional economic benefits to. the U.S. 
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This approach is similar to one that is being considered. by Canada. As discussed in the Task 2 
Report, representatives from the Canadian program indicated that a main reason they believe 
that their entrepreneur program is not as popular as their investor program is that -it issues initial 
conditional status. As Canada strives to increase the number of applicants in the entrepreneur 
program, it is considering eliminating the conditional status to make it comparable to the 
investor program. The rationale behind this argument is that immigrants in both programs are 
being asked to commit substantial resources to canada and, thus, ensuring a secure pathway 
to permanent residency appears necessary to attract more immigrant investors and 
entrepreneurs .. 

Countries profiled in Task 2 had both national and state~level programs. The purpose of the 
state-level programs was to generate growth in under-populated regions of the·country. In the 
U.S. this is not an issue; furthermore, the Regional Centers, while managed at the n~tional 
level, support the goal of generating investment throughout the country in economically 
depressed areas. The compl~xity of the immigration approval process is beyond the capacity of 
individual states and, thu,s, a state-specific program in the U.S. may be impractical. 

Create a Separate Investment Program 

One of the Regional Center operators suggested the creation of a parallel EB-5 Program that 
could be run by the Department of Commerce. The immigration suitability assessment (e.g., 
criminal and medical checks) would be adjudicated by USCIS, butthe economic elements of the 
program would be· verified arid managed through the Department of Commerce. The current 
EB-5 Program discourages large investment projects as the tight time requirements for the l-
829s limit the scope of the investmen~ project. Far-rea~hing, multi-year development projects 
(for example, involving investments in excess of several million dollars), which have a more 
significant economic impact, could be considered under this parallel progra~. 
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Appendix C: Li.st of Stakeholders,.· Interviewed 
We interviewed the following 'program stakeholders: · 

• Regional Center Operator - CariAm, Enterprises, October 9, 2009 

• Regional Center Operator - American 'Life, October 13, 2009 

• Immigrant Investor, October 29, 2009· · 

• lmmigra.nt Investor, November 5, 2009 

• Immigrant Investor, November 10, .2009 

• Immigrant Investor, November 12, 2009 

• USCIS Adjudicator, November 18, 2009 

• USCIS Adjudicator, November 19, 2009 

• USCIS Adjudicator, N·oveniber 19, 2009. 
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Appendix D: Regional Center Operator 
Interview Guide 

Regional Center Operator Questionnaire 

General Background. 

Please describe your role as a Regional Center operator. 

Please provide an overview of your Regional Center: 

• Year the Regional Center was established. 
• Has the Center been in operation continuously since inception? 
• How many U.S. investors are· currently active in your Regional Center? How many foreign 

investors? · 
• In what indu!)tries are investments most concentrated? 
• Are economically distressed regions targeted by your Center? 
• Are economically distr~ssed industries targeted by your Center? 
• What is the most common size of businesses created through your Center? 
• In addition to job creation, can you describe other benefits that the program contributes to 

the region? 
• For the most recent 12-month period forwhich you have data, please provide: 

• Number of applicants for immigrant investor visas. · · 
• Number of investors gaining permanent resident status. 
• Average investment for a successful applicant. 

Marketing and Outreach 

• Do you market your Regional Center? 
• If so, what is your annual:marketing I outreach budget? 
• Please describe your target audience. 
• What media (print/internetfTV/radio/iri-person/conferences) do you use? 
• · How often do you use these media? 

Investors' Main Motivators . 

. • Do you assess the reasons why investors participate in your Center? 
• If so, what are the main reasons cited by investors to participate in your Center?· 
• In your view, do the current capital investment minimum of $500,000 in targeted 

employment and rural ar~as and $1 million in other areas produce the maximum economic 
benefits to the United States? 

• What changes or adjustments to minimum capital requirements would help create a greater 
number ofjobs? 

• What changes would improve the attractiveness of the United States program compared to 
programs in other countries, such as Canada, the United Kingdom, and Australia? 

. r 
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Processing and Adjudicati<?n Process 

• Are there any improvements to the adjudication process th~t YO!J would recommend? 
,• When you applied with USC IS for Regional Center designation and sent in supporting 

documents, did you receive a request for further information? If you did, what further 
information was req~ested from USCIS? · · 

• What changes would you· recommend to reduce the length of the application and 
adjudication process? · · · 

• What changes. would you, recommend to reduce the complexity of the information required 
from foreign investo'rs? 

Success Factors 

• In general, what poli_cies do you believe qontribute the most to attracting investors to your 
Regional Center? 

• Why do immigrants choose to inves.t in your Regional Center as opposed to other Centers? 
• What, if anything, could be changed to increase the number offoreign investors attracted by 

the EB•5 Program? . 
• What, if any, additional support from the program would enable you and your Center to be 

more successful? . 

Ottler 

• Is there anything else about your Center, its successes or challenges that you want to 
mention? · · 
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Appendix E: Immigrant Investor Interview 
Guide 

EB·S Immigrant Investor Questionnaire 

General Ba.:kground 

Please tell us about yourself: 

• What is your country of origin? 
• If you were living/working in a country other than your country of origin when you applied to 

the EB-5 Program, please indicate the name of that country. 
• What is the highest level of education you have completeq? (For example, secondary 

school, university.) 
• In what industry did you work prior to applying to the EB-5 Program? 
• Did you include dependents in your application to the EB-5 Program? If yes, please specify 

the number of dependents and their relationship to you. 
• How did you find out about the EB-5 Program? 
• How much did you invest when you applied? 
• In what industries/project did you initially invest? 
• How much more; if any, have you invested since your initial investment? 
• Have you invested in more than one industry/project? 
• In what region (county and state) did you invest? Please be as specific as possible. 
• Is that an economically distressed region? · 
• What types of businesses (e.g., hotel, manufacturing plant) did you help create? 
• How many jobs have your investments helped create in the United States? 

Attracting More Investors 

• What other countries did you consider as a possible destination for your investment besides 
the U.S. and why? 

• What made you decide to invest in the U.S. instead of another country? 
• In your view, what can the Government do to attract more foreign investors to the United 

States? 
• What are the least attractive features of the American immigrant investor program? 

Application and ProcessinS:J 

• In what year did you apply to the EB-5 Program? 
• In what year did you obtain permanent resident status? 
• In your view, did the processing of your application go smoothly? If no, please describe the 

problems you encountered. 
• Did you receive a Requestfor Information from USCIS after having submitted an application 

with supporting docume.nts? If you did, what further information/documents were 
requested? 

• What changes, if any, do you think would improve the application process? 
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Investment Partnerships 

• Did you partner with other investors? 
• If so, what were the partnership requirement~? 
• Why did you decide to partner with another investor? 
• What factors may have influencep your decision to invest through one particular Regional 

Center as opposed to .another? 

Other 

• Is there anything else about your experienCe with the program that you want to mention? 
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Appendix F: Adjudicator Interview Guide 
EB·5 Adjudicator Questionnaire 

Adjudication Process 

• Please describe your role in the adjudication process. · 
• How many adjudicators at the California Service Center work on 1-526 petitions? 
• How many adjudicators at the California Service Center work on 1-829 petitions? 
• How many adjudicators at the California Service Center adjudicate Regional Center 

Proposals? 
• . Do adjudicators who work on 1-526, 1-829, and Regional Center proposals also work on 

other types of immigration benefits? 
• Are there any changes you would recommend to reduce the complexity of the information. 

required from foreign investors? 
• Are there any changes that you would recommend to make the EB-5 Program more 

effective or efficient? ~ 

Adjudication Timing 

• For cases adjudicated in the past 12 months in your processing center, how many months 
did it take for them to go from initial application to the granting of conditional residence? 

• How many months does it currently take to go from the granting of conditional residence to 
the removal of the conditional status? 

• It has been reported (GAO Study, April2005) that hundreds of,EB-5 foreign investors have 
remained in limbo for as long as 10 years. To the best of your knowledge, what factors may 
have contributed to this and what measures could help prevent it? 

• What changes would you recommend to reduce the length of the application and 
adjudication process? 

. • What changes would you recommend to reduce (or cOmpletely avoid) the time it takes 
applicants to respond to Requests for Information from the California Service Center? 

• One option to improve the program is for USC IS to set a standard for timeliness in 
processing EB-5 cases. Would you agree with such a standard? If yes, what should that 
standard look like? 

Adjudicator Training 

• Is the traini.ng received by EB-5 adjudicators sufficient to properly aQjudicate Regional 
Center Proposals, 1-526, and 1-829' applications? · 

• If no, how could the training be improve9? 

Other 

• Is there anything else about the current adjudication process, its success or shortfalls that 
you want to mention? · 
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Appendix G: EB-5 Information flesources 
• www.britishexpats.com 

• http://www.eb5visaclub.com/ 

• http://www.eb-5center.cofl'!/about us 

• http://www.whicheb5.com/ 

• http://www.andre_w-bartlettflorida.co.uk/EB5-Visa~Green-Card.aspx 

• .Expo: http://www.emi9rate2.eo.uk/ 

• Book: Keats, Robert. Border Book. 8th Edition. 
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USCIS Response to Independent Study of the EB-5 Program 

The EB-5 Immigrant Investor Program provides conditional visas to immigrants who invest in the U.S. 
and create jobs. Created in 1990 by Congress, the employment-based immigrant visa category allows for 
immigrant investors to receive conditional resident status in the U.S. for a two year period. Applicants 
must invest $1 million, or $500,000 in rural areas or areas of high unemployment, in a U.S. business, and 
their investment must be responsible for the creation or preservation of 10 or more full-time jobs. 

In 2009, USC IS commissioned an independent study to assess the impact of the EB-5 program on the 
U.S. economy. The study was conducted by a contracting firm with expertise in economics. The study 
report represents the independent findings and recommendations of the firm and should not be considered 
to reflect official USCIS policy or procedure. 

In the first section of the study, the firm was asked to report on the estimated contribution of the EB-5 
program to the U.S. economy. Due to financial and time constraints, the firm used a small convenience 
sample ofEB-5 petitions, which was not intended to be representative of the EB-5 prqgram's investor 
population. Therefore, the conclusions reached in this section of the study are estimates and should not 
be considered or cited as indisputable evidence of the EB-5 program's contribution to the U.S. economy. 

Moreover, the economic impact calculator supplied by the contracting firm was based on EB-5 
investments across many industries and regions and on economic data that was relevant to the time period 
studied. As such it should not be utilized as a prospective method to establish indirect job creation for 
particular EB-5 cases. Individual EB-5 applications and petitions require an economic analysis, 
supported by contemporaneous data, which is specific to industry and region. 

In the next section of the study, the firm was asked to compare immigrant investor programs in the United 
Kingdom, Canada, and Australia to the EB-5 program. Because significant changes have been made to 
the immigrant investor programs in all three of the countries used for comparison since the independent 
study was completed, the comparisons presented in the study are less informative today. 

In the third section of the study, the firm was asked to asses the EB-5 program's application and 
adjudication process. The following items summarize USCIS' response to the study's.recommendations. 

• Increase Program Awareness Through Targeted Marketing and Publicize the Unique Benefits of 
the EB-5 Program. As the government agency responsible for the adjudication of immigration 
benefits, USCIS must remain impartial and cannot market one visa choice over another. 
However, USCIS recognizes that the EB-5 program is very important to our nation's economic 
growth and has developed enhanced materials to provide comprehensive information to the public 
on the unique benefits on the EB-5 program. 

• Allow Applicants to Track Their Progress. USCIS agrees with this recommendation. Indeed, 
USCIS's forthcoming Transformation initiative will deliver a simplified, Web-based system for 
all benefit seekers to submit and track their applications. This new, account-based system will 
provide customers with improved service and greater transparency. It will also enhance USCIS' 
ability to process cases with greater precision, security, and timeliness. -

• Create a Customer-Supported Adjudication Process. While USCIS cannot provide legal advice to 
those seeking immigration benefits before the agency, USCIS agrees that transparency and 
support in the EB-5 program can be enhanced. In May 2011, USCIS proposed fundamental 
enhancements to streamline the EB-5 process. The first of these enhancements, direct email 
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communication for regional center applicants, was introduced in September 2011. This customer 
service tool provides 1-924 applicants with the opportunity to have a direct line of communication 
with USCIS during the adjudication process. For additional information on the EB-5 program, 
please visit www .uscis.gov/eb-5-investor. 

• Rotate EB-5 Adjudicators Less Frequently Than the Standard Two Years. USCIS does not rotate 
EB-5 adjudicators every two years. In fact, USCIS recognizes that adjudicators who gain the 
skills necessary to adjudicate EB-5 applications and petitions should continue to contribute their 
expertise in this area. 

• Streamline the Application Paperwork. USCIS agrees with this recommendation and is 
continually looking for ways to streamline the EB-5 application and petition process. For 
example, ·in November 2010, USCIS released forms 1-924 and I-924A to standardize the process 
of applying for Regional Center designation. As discussed above, USCIS also proposed 
fundamental enhancements to further streamline the EB-5 process earlier this year. 

• Pre-approve Regional Center Projects. USCIS has already taken several steps to provide 
guidance on this issue since the. study was completed. In December 2009, USCIS released a 
memo that established a process through which an "exemplar Form I-526 petition" can be 
reviewed as part of a Regional Center designation proposal. The exemplar 1-526 petition process 
is meant to streamline the EB-5 adjudication process. by facilitating the adjudication of the related 
1-526 petitions and identifying any issues that could pose problems when USCIS is adjudicating 
the actual individual petitions. USCIS will continue to study the exemplar 1-526 petition process 
and its role in EB-5 adjudications. 

r• Reduce EB-5 Investor Risk. The law requires that immigrant investor funds be placed "at risk." 
The program is designed to spur economic development and job creation, which is best served 
when capital is invested in a manner that can result in either losses or gains. USCIS does not and 
cannot advise on the su~tability of particular investments given a particular person's risk 
tolerance, and potential 'investors are urged to conduct due diligence on prospective investments 
and to consult as appropriate with professional investment advisors. Moreover, the program by 
design entails a certain degree of risk because investors can only achieve unconditional lawful 
permanent resident status if their investments have in fact created at least 10 jobs for U.S. 
workers at the end of the two year conditional residency period. This uncertainty is a creation of 
statute and is outside of USCIS' authority to change. 

• Create a Program for High Net-Worth Immigrants. USCIS is limited to the language of the 
current EB-5 statute, which establishes the Regional Center program. This recommendation 
would be more appropriate for the legislative branch; it could not be implemented by USCIS 
through regulation. · 

• Delegate the Economic and Business Assessment for EB-5 Adjudications to the Department of 
Commerce. USCIS has held discussions with the Department of Commerce (DOC) about the 
EB-5 Regional Center program; however, at this time there is no planned rofe for DOC in 
adjudicating EB-5 applications and petitions. 
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                                                                 Worldwide  Employment  Fifth  Preference

                                                                      Top  Countries
                                                                                                                                            (Total  All  Countries:  worldwide  number  use)

FY 2012* C5 T5 I5 R5 Total

China - Mainland born 90 108 5,923 3 6,124

South Korea 9 13 425 0 447

China - Taiwan born 3 4 141 0 148

Venezuela 0 7 102 0 109

Iran 2 2 77 0 81

Total All Countries 159 164 7,312 6 7,641

 

FY 2011 C5 T5 I5 R5 Total

China - Mainland born 76 88 2,243 1 2,408

South Korea 31 5 218 0 254

Iran 9 3 105 0 117

China - Taiwan born 21 22 79 0 122

Great Britain & N. Ireland 8 3 46 0 57

Total All Countries 230 152 3,076 5 3,463

FY 2010 C5 T5 I5 R5 Total

China - Mainland born 69 105 598 0 772

South Korea 68 24 202 1 295

Great Britain & N. Ireland 7 16 112 0 135

China - Taiwan born 23 17 54 0 94

India 18 8 36 0 62

Total All Countries 324 239 1,321 1 1,885

FY 2009 C5 T5 I5 R5 Total

China - Mainland born 65 111 1,803 0 1,979

South Korea 66 114 689 4 873

Great Britain & N. Ireland 17 21 286 0 324

China - Taiwan born 22 6 142 0 170

Canada 9 7 69 0 85

Total All Countries 282 410 3,519 7 4,218

FY 2008 C5 T5 I5 R5 Total

South Korea 37 103 553 0 693

China - Mainland born 49 60 251 0 360

Great Britain & N. Ireland 5 10 100 0 115

China - Taiwan born 13 5 29 0 47

Canada 7 9 8 0 24

Total All Countries 149 239 1,055 - 1,443

10/12/2012 - VO/F/I

*October - September
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Fiscal Year Receipts Approvals Denials pproval Percenta Receipts  Approvals Denials Approval Percentage

2005 332 179 156 53% 37 184 112 62%
2006 486 336 124 73% 89 106 108 50%
2007 776 473 148 76% 194 111 49 69%
2008 1,257 640 120 84% 390 159 68 70%
2009 1,028 1,262 207 86% 437 347 56 86%
2010 1,955 1,369 165 89% 768 274 56 83%
2011 3,805 1,563 371 81% 2,345 1,067 46 96%
2012 4,156 3,002 775 79% 546 639 42 94%

Grand Total 13,795 8,824 2,066 81% 4,806 2,887 537 84%

Data: Based on June Preliminary 2012 Data
Source: Performance Analysis System (PAS)
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012; updated July 19, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly

Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2005-2012 (3rd Quarter)
Data Type(s): Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Form Type(s): I-526, I-829
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Immigrant Petition by Alien Entreprneur (I-526) and Petition by Entrepreneur to Remove Conditions (I-829) 

Service-wide Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Fiscal Year(s): 2005 - 2012 (Third Quarter) 

By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL & MR

I-526 I-829
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FY Fiscal Quarter I526 Receipts I526 Approvals I526 Denials
2005 1Q 55 34 25
2005 2Q 67 30 36
2005 3Q 87 37 35
2005 4Q 123 78 60
2006 1Q 110 89 48
2006 2Q 104 87 25
2006 3Q 128 73 32
2006 4Q 144 87 19
2007 1Q 143 73 38
2007 2Q 187 96 39
2007 3Q 185 139 38
2007 4Q 261 165 33
2008 1Q 267 139 26
2008 2Q 221 190 32
2008 3Q 219 142 51
2008 4Q 550 169 11
2009 1Q 178 221 30
2009 2Q 218 548 66
2009 3Q 205 279 55
2009 4Q 427 214 56
2010 1Q 422 276 60
2010 2Q 410 503 32
2010 3Q 437 322 42
2010 4Q 686 268 31
2011 1Q 714 191 56
2011 2Q 886 264 71
2011 3Q 992 593 128
2011 4Q 1213 515 116
2012 1Q 1293 1076 222
2012 2Q 1478 1024 162
2012 3Q 1385 902 391

Data: Based on June Preliminary 2012 Data
Source: Performance Analysis System (PAS)
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012 updated July 23rd, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly
By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL
Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2005-2012 (3rd Quarter)
Data Type(s): Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Form Type(s): I-526
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Immigrant Petition by Alien Entreneur (I-526)
Service-wide Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Fiscal Year(s): 2005 - 2012 (3rd Quarter) 
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Data: Based on June Preliminary 2012 Data
Source: Performance Analysis System (PAS)
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012 updated July 23rd, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly
By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL
Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2005-2012 (3rd Quarter)
Data Type(s): Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Form Type(s): I-526
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide
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FY Fiscal Quarter I829 Receipts I829 Approvals I829 Denials
2005 1Q 8 41 46
2005 2Q 17 110 50
2005 3Q 8 11 14
2005 4Q 4 22 2
2006 1Q 15 2 6
2006 2Q 13 11 52
2006 3Q 22 29 7
2006 4Q 39 64 43
2007 1Q 33 27 10
2007 2Q 54 27 11
2007 3Q 44 42 17
2007 4Q 63 15 11
2008 1Q 60 24 9
2008 2Q 51 13 22
2008 3Q 136 90 32
2008 4Q 143 32 5
2009 1Q 111 43 11
2009 2Q 63 99 18
2009 3Q 132 108 11
2009 4Q 131 97 16
2010 1Q 126 34 10
2010 2Q 185 79 9
2010 3Q 236 91 21
2010 4Q 221 70 16
2011 1Q 531 39 13
2011 2Q 619 130 13
2011 3Q 603 270 8
2011 4Q 592 628 12
2012 1Q 250 144 11
2012 2Q 125 378 13
2012 3Q 171 117 18

Data: Based on June Preliminary 2012 Data
Source: Performance Analysis System (PAS)
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012 Updated July 23rd, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly

Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2005-2012 (3rd Quarter)
Data Type(s): Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Form Type(s): I-829
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Petition by Entrepreneur to Remove Conditions (I-829) 

Service-wide Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Fiscal Year(s): 2005 - 2012 (3rd Quarter) 

By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL
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Data: Based on June Preliminary 2012 Data
Source: Performance Analysis System (PAS)
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012 Updated July 23rd, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly

Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2005-2012 (3rd Quarter)
Data Type(s): Receipts, Approvals, Denials
Form Type(s): I-829
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide

By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q 4Q 1Q 2Q 3Q

2005200520052005200620062006200620072007200720072008200820082008200920092009200920102010201020102011201120112011201220122012

I829 Receipts

I829 Approvals

I829 Denials

I‐829 Receipts, Approvals, and Denials FY2005‐2012 3rd Quarter

Peter
Typewritten Text
SOURCE: USCIS (07/2012)



FY07 11
FY08 25
FY09 72
FY10 114
FY11 174
FY12 209

Source: ICLAIMS California Service Center
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012 updated July 23rd, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly

Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2007-2012 (1st Quarter)
Data Type(s): Number of Regional Center approved for EB-5
Form Type(s): I-526, I-829
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Number of Approved EB5 Regional Centers 

Fiscal Year(s): 2007 - 2012 

By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL
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FY Fiscal Quarter I924 Receipts I924 Approvals I924 Denials
FY10 All 152 78 41
FY11 All 278 123 58
FY12 1Q 60 14 22
FY12 2Q 54 8 9
FY12 3Q 49 8 13

Source: ICLAIMS California Service Center and PAS data based on June 2012 Preliminary Report
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012 updated July 23rd, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly
By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL
Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2010-2012 (3rd Quarter)
Data Type(s): Receipts, Approvals, Denials for initial and amendment applications
Form Type(s): I-924
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
Form I-924 Combined Initial and Amendment Applications

Service-wide Receipts, Approvals, Denials
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Source: ICLAIMS California Service Center and PAS data based on June 2012 Preliminary Report
Report Date: April 23rd, 2012 updated July 23rd, 2012
Report Frequency: Quarterly
By: Office of Performance and Quality (OPQ), Data Analysis and Reporting Branch (DARB) - DL
Parameters:
Date: Fiscal Years 2010-2012 (3rd Quarter)
Data Type(s): Receipts, Approvals, Denials for initial and amendment applications
Form Type(s): I-924
USCIS Offices/Centers: Service-wide
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Trends in Approvals of Regional Centers in the EB-5 Investor Visa Program 
 

 
By: Lincoln Stone* 

 
 
Objectives 
 
During July 2012, in response to a request made by the nonprofit association Invest in the 
USA (“IIUSA”)1 under the Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”), U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Services (“USCIS”) produced 248 letters2 authored by USCIS and legacy U.S. 
Immigration & Naturalization Service (“INS”), approving applicants for designation as a 
regional center under the Immigrant Investor Pilot Program.3  Some 186 of the letters – the 
vast majority -- are for original regional center designation, whereas the balance of the 
letters provide for amendment to existing regional center designations.  The FOIA 
production covers USCIS and INS regional center work product ranging from 1994 to May 
2012.  While USCIS has yet to release information that it is systematically collecting about 
regional center applicants and their investment enterprises, the objectives of this paper are 
to provide a general and high-level overview of the USCIS work product, and to identify a 
few trends that may lead to further investigation. 
 
 
 
Trends in Volume 
 
What is most striking about 
the first graph is how it 
clearly depicts the spike in 
regional center approvals, 
numbering 75 approvals in 
total, during the six-month 
period of May 2011 to 
October 2011.  This 
productivity accounts for 
approximately 30% of all 
regional center approval 
letters issued throughout 
the 20-year history of the 
Pilot Program. 4   Of those 
approval letters issued 
during this time period, 
75% (56/75) were tied to 
regional center proposals 
submitted to USCIS after it 
                                                        
1 Invest in the USA (“IIUSA”) is a nonprofit EB-5 industry trade organization, www.iiusa.org.  As a complement to this paper identifying 
trends in regional center approvals, the author is advised by IIUSA that it is preparing an interactive online map tool, and is providing all 
FOIA-produced materials to its members.   
 
2 There are 248 notices in the FOIA sample, of which 5 are duplicates.   All information in the sample was obtained either directly from 
the approval notice and by further inference or through a qualitative coding process.   
   
3 The Immigrant Investor Pilot Program, Pub. L. 102-395, sec. 610, 106 Stat. 1828; 8 C.F.R. 204.6 (m), provides for EB-5 investment in 
“designated regional centers”.  It is a part of the EB-5 investor visa program, INA sec. 203(b)(5), 8 C.F.R. 204.6.  The USCIS website, 
www.uscis.gov, includes an entry for “EB-5 Regional Centers”.   
 
4 56 out of 75 are for original regional center designations and 19 are for amendments.  Both subtotals account for close to 30% of their 
respective totals throughout the 20-year period.   

http://www.iiusa.org/
http://www.iiusaeb5advocacy.eventbrite.com/
http://www.iiusa.org/
http://www.uscis.gov/
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had imposed the requirement beginning in November 2010 to submit such proposals on 
Form I-924.5 
 
The heightened activity in issuing regional center approvals in mid-2011 is starkly 
contrasted with the most recent four-month period from February to May 2012 when 
according to the FOIA production USCIS issued only 3 regional center approvals in total.6  
This paltry output in the latter case is curious in light of the public statements by USCIS 
indicating it has a much larger workforce available in the EB-5 adjudications unit at the 
California Service Center, and it has more than 100 pending regional center applications.7  
Of course, one missing piece here is that the FOIA production does not cover INS/UCSCIS 
denials of regional center proposals.  (The July 2012 statistics issued by USCIS indicate it 
denied 143 proposals submitted on Form I-924, beginning with fiscal year 2010.) Setting 
aside for now the USCIS work product on regional center denials, what is obvious from the 
plot below is that processing times in approved cases have trended upward since the start 
of 2011. 

 
                                                        
5 The Form I-924 and Instructions can be accessed on the USCIS website at http://www.uscis.gov/i-924. 
6 USCIS released statistics in connection with its July 23, 2012 EB-5 stakeholder engagement.  These statistics (hereinafter “July 2012 
statistics”), represented to be current through the quarter ending June 30, 2012, reveal that USCIS approved sixteen Form I-924s in the 
first half of 2012. 
7 In the USCIS EB-5 stakeholder meetings conducted in January, May and July 2012, the agency reported on a four-fold increase in staffing 
for the EB-5 program, and a tremendous increase in volume of cases filed including the large volume of pending I-924 applications. 

http://www.iiusa.org/
http://www.iiusaeb5advocacy.eventbrite.com/
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Geographic Distribution 
 
The next visual is a simple chart indicating by state the geographic distribution of regional 
center designations.  What is clear is that nearly every state in the United States is tied to at 
least one regional center designation.  The territory of Guam also is covered by a regional 
center.   Based solely on the FOIA production, we observe that only the states of Alaska, 
Arkansas, Delaware, Massachusetts, Nebraska, New Mexico, Rhode Island, West Virginia, 
and Wyoming are not presently involved in the Pilot Program. However, based on the 
author’s personal knowledge as well as the USCIS website listing of one regional center 
each for Massachusetts and Wyoming, we know a comprehensive, reliable list of un-
involved states would be shorter than that suggested by the initial FOIA production.8 

 
Another indication of the fact that the initial FOIA production does not include every 
regional center approval letter ever issued by INS and USCIS is that there are nine “orphan 

                                                        
8 The USCIS website lists approved regional centers, www.uscis.gov/eb-5centers, and it appears to be updated regularly.  
 

http://www.iiusa.org/
http://www.iiusaeb5advocacy.eventbrite.com/
http://www.uscis.gov/eb-5centers


 
Publication © 2012 

www.iiusa.org  
 

4 
Author will present this paper at 5th Annual IIUSA EB-5 Advocacy Conference in DC (10/14-10/16) 

© 2012 IIUSA.  All rights reserved.  Contact info@iiusa.org with re-publishing requests. 

amendments” – amendment letters without a corresponding original regional center 
approval letter.  A supplemental IIUSA request under FOIA is directed at filling in the holes 
of the initial production.  
 
The map of the United States colorfully shows the distribution of original regional center 
approvals, 9 which are heavily concentrated in certain states, most prominently in 
California (55), Florida (18), Texas (16), and New York (13).  As we would expect, the 
activity is most focused in states with the largest economies.10  
 
Regional Center Boundaries 
 

 
The next chart examines 
the regional center 
approvals by boundaries.  
We reviewed the approval 
letters for indications of 
boundaries by state, county, 
city, and alternative 
boundaries.  We made no 
effort to measure actual 
size of the regional center 
territory, as the size of 
counties and cities can vary 
widely from state to state. 
 
A majority of the approved 
regional centers are for 
boundaries ranging from 5 
to 9 counties.  Although 
USCIS has stated in 
numerous iterations that a 
regional center area must 

be contiguous,11 we made no effort to confirm that the approved regional center 
boundaries consist solely of contiguous areas. 
 
                                                        
9 The figures for New York, Massachusetts, and Wyoming were derived from both the FOIA production and information on the USCIS 
website, as several of the approval letters concerning the three states were not included in the initial FOIA production.  The map uses a 
natural log scale, allowing for a state like California with 55 original notices to be pegged at level “4”.  (The scale is ln(55) = 4.007.)  The 
states colored in dark gray have no notices listed in either the FOIA production or the USCIS website.  All other states have at least one 
original regional center approved. 
 
10 This relationship is depicted in the chart in the appendix.  The simple linear relationship between state/national GDP and state/total 
approvals is highly significant.  The variation in proportion of economic activity explains 68% of the variation in EB5 regional activity 
and there is less than 0.000001% (3.839-14) probability that the relationship is owing to chance alone.  For every 1% increase in the 
proportion of state/national GDP, one should expect a 1.3% increase in regional center approvals.  Data on state and national GDP was 
obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis:  http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/gdp_state/gsp_newsrelease.htm 
 
11 See, e.g., USCIS Executive Summary, USCIS Quarterly EB-5 Stakeholder Meeting, January 23, 2012. 

http://www.iiusa.org/
http://www.iiusaeb5advocacy.eventbrite.com/
http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/gdp_state/gsp_newsrelease.htm
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An estimated 31 of the regional center approval letters are for geographic areas including 
entire states, with a proportionally larger share occurring over time.  We did not attempt to 
reconcile these outcomes with the statutory limitation on regional center boundaries to “a 
limited geographic area” and “consistent with the purpose of concentrating pooled 
investment in defined economic zones.”12 
 
A smattering of the regional center approval letters include boundaries defined by cities, 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas, enterprise zones within cities, and even census tracts.  
 
 
Input-Output Models 
 
Insofar as the approval letters constitute the government’s authorization to operate as a 
regional center under the Pilot Program, we refer to the approval letter as the “Charter” or 
the “RC Charter letter”.  The FOIA production reveals a definite trend toward identifying in 
RC Charter letters the specific input-output model that the regional center applicant 
proposes to use for estimating job creation.  Prior to implementation of Form I-924, the RC 
Charter letter did not mention the proposed input-output model in at least two-thirds of 
the observed cases.  But post-implementation of Form I-924, almost uniformly the RC 
Charter letter specifies a particular input-output model.   A description of the various input-
output models is not within the scope of this paper,13 but we did observe that a majority of 
the RC Charter letters identify IMPLAN, and the next in frequency was RIMS II.  A dozen RC 
Charter letters indicate REDYN, and a few RC Charter letters refer to REMI and the State of 
Washington input-output model.   
 
 
Clusters, Industry Sectors, and Business Activities 
 
The final topic covered in the presentation is perhaps a preview to the problem of mixed 
language in RC Charter letters.  The confusion in language used by USCIS in these letters is 
troubling, but full consideration of the practical, negative consequences of this confusion of 
language is beyond the scope of this paper.  Nevertheless, the FOIA production does reveal 
that from the beginning of the Pilot Program, first legacy INS and later USCIS has confused 
and alternated the terms “clusters” with “industry sectors” and then again with “business 
activities”.  These terms have different meanings, and thus, the interest in logging their 
appearance in the history of regional center approval letters.   

                                                        
12 Pub. L. 107-273 (2002), amending Pub. L. 102-395, sec. 610. 
13 See generally, P. Sommers & L. Stone, “Regional Economics and Job Creation in EB-5 Immigrant Investor Practice”, (AILA, April 2012). 
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The language of “clusters”14 surfaces in 102 – easily a majority (102/178)-- of the RC 
Charter letters from 2007 to the present.  The language of “industry sector” was not 
uniformly included in the RC Charter letters from 2006 and earlier.  But by 2011, and now 
in 2012, RC Charter letters always refer to the approved industry sectors.  Furthermore, in 
2011 and 2012, the RC Charter letters almost always include NAICS code references.  By 
contrast, in the period 2009 and earlier, involving more than 80 regional center approvals, 
only 3 RC Charter letters – or less than 
2% -- included NAICS code references.  
Lastly, approval notices also seem to 
interchange the terms “sector” and 
“cluster” when referring to industries 
that are delineated with NAICS codes. 
 
With respect to NAICS codes appearing 
in RC Charter letters, there is a trend 
toward more specificity as indicated in 
the next chart.15  Whereas in the past 
USCIS had identified broad two-digit 
NAICS codes, more and more RC Charter 
letters in 2011 and 2012 include specific 
six-digit NAICS codes.16  A discussion of 
the legal issues and the practical, 
negative consequences of this trend is 
not within the narrow scope and 
objectives of this paper. 
 
The reference to “business activities” in RC Charter letters appears to relate to general 
economic/business activities rather than specific clusters of economic activity or industries.  
There were five discernable main categories and one sub-category of business activities 
listed in RC Charter letters.  The main categories of business activities include loans, equity 
investments, management/operations, real estate, and construction.  The notable sub-
category that we observed was for startup equity investments.  Interestingly, though, the 
author’s practice experience suggests that this sub-category is not presently a significant 
factor in terms of frequency of occurrence as a business activity in the Pilot Program. 
 
 

                                                        
14 The centerpiece of cluster economic development theory is “geographic concentrations of interconnected companies.”  See Porter, 
“Location, Competition, and Economic Development: Local Clusters in a Global Economy”, 14 Economic Development Quarterly, No. 1 
(Feb. 2000).   For a website source on cluster issues, see http://www.isc.hbs.edu/econ-clusters.htm.  See also L.Stone, “Immigrant 
Investment in Local Clusters”, 80 Interp. Rel. 837 (June 16, 2003). 
15 In this plot, “broad” is defined as less than or equal to three digits (most were two digits), “specific” is greater than 3 digits (although 
almost all in this category were six digits); and “mixed” includes both types of codes.  USCIS has stated in stakeholder engagements 
during 2012 that it requires a minimum of 4 digits and sometimes 6 digits. 
16 The NAICS code system (“North American Industry Classification System”) is the standard used by federal statistical agencies in 
classifying business establishments. 

http://www.iiusa.org/
http://www.iiusaeb5advocacy.eventbrite.com/
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Conclusion 
 
Our review of the FOIA materials provided by USCIS reveals significant trends in the USCIS 
administration of the Pilot Program for regional centers, namely, increased volume of 
regional center proposals handled by USCIS, longer processing times for adjudication of 
regional center proposals, expansion of the Pilot Program to include nearly every state in 
the country, a prevalence of county-based regional center boundaries, and the ever-
growing significance of specific NAICS codes for identifying permissible regional center 
business activities and/or industry sectors.  While a supplemental FOIA request should be 
helpful in terms of compiling a comprehensive repository of the entire INS/USCIS work 
product on RC Charter letters, the added substantive information to be gleaned from a 
supplemental production by USCIS, amounting to an estimated dozen approval letters, 
would not alter the basic findings in this analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Lincoln Stone practices immigration law in Los Angeles with Stone & Grzegorek LLP, 
www.lskglaw.com.  The author received the aid of his talented staff assistants, Taylor White 
(B.A., University of California, Los Angeles) and Olivia Hassan (B.A., Washington University 
St. Louis), in the coding, statistical analysis and presentation of graphs and charts.  
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