


Updating the IVCOP - Response Form
You can provide this response form to the AML/CFT Group at DIA by:
Email
amlcft@dia.govt.nz 
Post
IVCOP Consultation
AML/CFT Group 
Department of Internal Affairs
PO Box 805
Wellington 6140
Respondent information
	Respondent name
	

	Contact details 
	Email: 

Phone: 

Address: 



	Are you responding on behalf of a group, organisation or business? 
	Yes/No 

	· If yes, what is the name of that group/organisation/business?
	


	· Would you like to express your interest in attending in person or online workshops in December/January?[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Note, attendance at workshops will not be compensated and travel will not be provided.] 

	Yes/No




We will keep all submissions. We may publish the submissions we receive and provide a summary of them on our website, www.dia.govt.nz. This would include your name or the name of your group, but not your contact details.
Submissions may be subject to a request to us under the Official Information Act 1982. We can withhold personal details under this Act, including names and addresses. If you or your group do not want us to release any information contained in your submission, you need to make this clear in the submission and explain why. For example, you might want some information to remain confidential because it is commercially sensitive or personal. We will take your request into account.

The Privacy Act 2020 governs how we collect, hold, use and disclose personal information about submitters and their applications. Submitters have the right to access and correct personal information.

Proposal one: Verification pathways
Refer page 12 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	1. If you are a reporting entity, do you use all three verification pathways?
	


	2. Do you think all three verification pathways should be retained as options that can be used by reporting entities to comply with the IVCOP?
	Yes/No

	2.1. Why/why not?
	









Proposal two: Documentary identity verification
Refer pages 13 to 15 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	3. Should the current list of identity documents be retained in Part 1 (with only these minor updates)? 
	Yes/No


	3.1. Why or why not?
	






	3.2. Are there other improvements or streamlining of requirements needed?
	







	4. Should there be an explicit statement that Part 1 only applies to face-to-face verification and a visual comparison must be made of the photo to the person presenting the identity document? 
	Yes/No

	4.1. Why or why not?
	










Proposal three: Documentary certification
Refer pages 16 to 18 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	5. Should these proposals to clarify the circumstances and use of certified copies be included in the IVCOP?
	Yes/No


	5.1. Why or why not?
	






	6. Are any other improvements or streamlining of requirements needed in relation to certified copies, including changes to the list of persons that can be a trusted referee?
	Yes/No

	6.1. If yes, what should these be?
	








Proposal four: Electronic identity verification
Refer pages 19 and 20 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	7. Should the EIV methods in the IVCOP be more prescriptive as outlined above, including by inserting content from the explanatory note?
	Yes/No


	7.1. Why or why not?
	






	8. Should verification from the NZTA Driver Licence Verification Service (DLVS) have the same level of assurance as verification from the DIA Confirmation Service?
	Yes/No

	8.1. Why or why not?
	






	9. Should there be any other changes to EIV methods under IVCOP?
	Yes/No

	9.1. If yes, what changes and why?
	








Proposal five: Digital Identity Services Trust Framework
Refer pages 21 to 23 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	10. Should the requirements for verification under an accredited DISTF provider align with other verification options under the IVCOP?
	Yes/No


	10.1. Why or why not?
	






	11. Are there other options for using the DISTF to streamline or improve verification requirements under IVCOP?
	Yes/No

	11.1. If yes, what are those options and why should they be considered?
	









Proposal six: High-risk customers
Refer page 24 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	12. Should the IVCOP also apply to high-risk customers?
	Yes/No


	12.1. Why or why not?
	









Proposal seven: Beneficial owners and persons acting on behalf
Refer pages 25 to 27 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	13.  Do you think there should be a change to how the IVCOP applies to beneficial owners and persons acting on behalf? 
	Yes/No


	13.1. Why or why not?
	






	14. Of the options proposed, which one do you prefer and why? 
	






	15. Are there other pros/cons we should be aware of?
	









Proposal eight: Originators of wire transfers
Refer page 28 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	16. Do you agree with this proposal for the application of the IVCOP to the originators of wire transfers?
	Yes/No


	16.1. Why or why not?
	









Proposal nine: Other conditions
Refer pages 29 and 30 of the Discussion Paper.
	Question
	Response

	17. Should the “exception handling” procedures be expanded to apply to all parts of the IVCOP?
	Yes/No


	17.1. Why or why not?
	






	18. Should the IVCOP also include a provision requiring equivalent, increased or more sophisticated verification measures if the customer’s name and date of birth cannot be verified for other reasons?
	Yes/No






Final question: is there anything you think we’ve missed or that you’d like to tell us?

	Free text response
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