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Part 1 - Regulatory Impact Statements: Cabinet Office
Requirements

Introduction
1. All policy proposals submitted to Cabinet which result in government bills or statutory
regulations must be accompanied by a Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS), unless an
exemption applies.

2. The requirement for a RIS has been introduced to improve the quality of regulation
making, primarily through ensuring that regulatory proposals are cost-effective and
justified.

3. The requirement for a RIS [as set out in CO (98) 5 see
http://www.dpmc.govt.nz/cabinet/circulars/co98/5.html] expands on the requirement to
include a Compliance Cost Statement in Cabinet submissions to include information on
the total regulatory impact of a proposal for regulatory action.  It therefore replaces
Cabinet Office Circular CO (95) 14, “Compliance Cost Assessment Framework”, 29
November 1995, which sets out the compliance cost assessment requirements.

What Is a Regulatory Impact Statement?
4. A RIS is a tool to assist decision-making.  It is a method of systematically and
consistently examining potential impacts arising from government action and
communicating the information to decision-makers.  Both the analysis and communication
aspects are important.  Completion of a RIS will help provide the government with an
assurance that new or amended regulatory proposals are subject to proper analysis and
scrutiny as to their necessity, efficiency, and net impact on community welfare.  This will
enhance the government’s ability to make well-based decisions.

5. The RIS should be easily incorporated into the assessment process used by policy
agencies, as most of the information required should already be considered in the current
processes.  The RIS formalises and provides evidence of the steps that should be taken in
policy formulation, and provides consistency in the presentation of this information in
summary form.

Content of a Regulatory Impact Statement
6. The RIS should contain the following information:

a. a statement of the nature and magnitude of the problem and the need for
government action;

b. a statement of the public policy objective(s);

c. a statement of feasible options (regulatory and/or non regulatory) that may constitute
viable means for achieving the desired objectives(s);
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d. a statement of the net benefit of the proposal, including the total regulatory costs
(administrative, compliance, and economic costs) and benefits (including non-
quantifiable benefits) of the proposal, and other feasible options; and

e. a statement of the consultative programme undertaken.

At What Stage Should a Regulatory Impact Statement Be
Prepared?
7. The department, agency, or statutory authority responsible for a regulatory proposal
should prepare the RIS, following consultation with affected parties.  The RIS is required
at the time “in principle” or final decisions on policy are sought from Cabinet, and before
the preparation of drafting instructions on the bill or statutory regulations.  It does not need
to be resubmitted to Cabinet with the actual bill or regulations.

8. A RIS is not necessary for Cabinet submissions that are not seeking in principle or final
decisions from Cabinet, although it may be prudent to provide a “work in progress” RIS
when intermediate decisions are being sought.

9. To obtain the maximum benefit from the RIS process for new regulation (including
amendments to existing regulation), the RIS should be prepared by officials once an
administrative decision is made that regulation may be necessary, but before a policy
decision is made by the government that regulation is necessary.  This means the
analytical framework underpinning a RIS will be used throughout the policy development
process.

10. For reviews of existing regulation, the terms of reference for the review should reflect
the key elements of the RIS, with any reports using a RIS framework.  This ensures that
the RIS framework is incorporated in the early stage in regulation reviews and is used until
a final RIS is prepared, prior to policy decisions being made.

Should a Regulatory Impact Statement Be Prepared for All
Bills/Regulations?
11. A RIS is required for all policy proposals submitted to Cabinet with legislative
implications (leading to government bills and statutory regulations).  The RIS should be
attached to all Cabinet papers proposing a statutory rule unless the proposal comes within
the exemptions listed below.

12. A RIS will not be required if the proposal falls within one of the following specific
exemptions:

a. where the proposal is of a minor or machinery nature and does not substantially alter
existing arrangements;

b. where it deals with administrative procedures within or between departments, and
does not impact on business, consumers, or the public;

c. where it is required to meet an obligation under an international agreement and the
regulation primarily repeats or adopts the terms of the agreement, or part of the
agreement;
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d. where it is to give effect, in terms announced in the Budget, to a specific Budget
decision, where the decision is to:

i. repeal, impose, or adjust a tax, fee or charge; or

ii. confer, revoke or alter an entitlement; or

iii. impose, revoke or alter an obligation;

e. where it is an Order in Council that provides solely for the commencement of
enabling legislation or a provision of enabling legislation.

13. A separate statement, under the heading “Regulatory Impact Statement”, should be
made in the body of the Cabinet submission indicating that the RIS attached to the
submission complies with the requirements set out in Cabinet Office Circular CO (98) 5,
or, alternatively, the RIS is not required as it falls within one of the exemptions (specifying
which one).

14. In the case of proposals involving Supplementary Order Papers (SOPs), which can
lead to significant changes to legislation before a select committee or the House, it is
intended that a RIS will not be required.  However, the submission to Cabinet on the
proposal should identify whether the SOP would alter the content of the RIS that was the
basis of Cabinet’s decision on the original policy/legislation, and if so, in what way.

Length of Regulatory Impact Statement
15. A RIS should succinctly explain the objectives of government action and why the
proposed regulations are the most efficient means of achieving the objectives.  The length
of the RIS will depend largely on the complexity of the problem under consideration, the
number of alternatives to be considered, and the extent of the cost benefit analysis
conducted on the regulatory proposal and the alternatives.  Typically, the greater the
impact and the more complicated a regulation, the more detailed a RIS will become.

16. As a general rule of thumb, the length of a RIS should be no more than 3 pages.  The
number of pages constituting the RIS is excluded from the 10 page limit prescribed for
Cabinet papers.

17. Care should also be taken, when preparing a RIS, to avoid the following:

a. discussing peripheral matters and missing or disguising the central issue;

b. forgetting the audience the RIS is being prepared for, and assuming prior knowledge
of the topic;

c. using industry jargon, without explanation, which may not be understood by a lay-
person; and

d. getting bogged down in technicalities.



4

Part 2 - Recommended Guidelines for Preparing
Regulatory Impact Statements
18. Part 2 details recommended best-practice approaches to developing the summary
information required in the RIS, and is consistent with the Code of Good Regulatory
Practice (see http://www.moc.govt.nz/gbl/reg_man/regprac.html).  This section follows the
RIS framework set out in paragraph 6 of Part 1 (and shown diagrammatically below).  It
should be noted that the full analysis underlying a paper’s recommendations is not
required to be documented in the RIS.

POLICY FRAMEWORK

STAGE ONE

Problem
Identification/

Analysis

STAGE TWO

Development
of

Options

STAGE THREE

Analysis
of

Options

ALL STAGES

Policy
Framework
The Treaty

Consultation

18a. Further, there are a number of process and content requirements that officials must
comply with in preparing Cabinet papers.  These requirements are, for the most part,
outlined in the Cabinet Office Manual, and can be found at
http://www.dpmc.govt.nz/cabinet/circulars/co98/5.html.

18b. Also, for a discussion of some of the key relationships between the main
stakeholders in the policy process, see the State Service Commission’s Public Service
Principles, Conventions and Practice Guidance Series at
http://www.ssc.govt.nz/documents/PS-PCP/intro1.html.
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Problem Definition

Explaining the Nature and Extent of the Problem

19. Government interventions should be based on clear evidence that a problem exists
and that government action is justified.

20. This section requires the RIS to explain the background to the problem and provide an
overview of the relevant facts to set the scene.  It should discuss in broad terms the nature
and extent of the problem and identify the likely risks associated with not intervening. The
extent of the problem should be quantified where possible.

21. Officials should commence this section assuming the reader has no or little knowledge
of the topic, and seek to explain from the beginning the issues leading to the development,
amendment, or re-issue of a regulatory solution.  Supporting evidence should be included
to enhance reader understanding of the problem.  Care should be taken to focus on the
“root cause” of the problem and not just the symptom.

22. The discussion of the nature and extent of the problem will assist in identifying the
appropriate type of Government intervention as well as possible alternatives for
consideration in the RIS.

23. A useful checklist to follow in framing this section includes:

a. background to, and incidence of the problem;

b. discussion of why the market will not provide a satisfactory outcome (where this is
not apparent); and

c. preliminary assessment of the likely costs associated with maintaining the status
quo.

24. A useful framework for analysing the nature of a problem is that of market failure
(problems associated with the government not intervening) and government failure
(problems associated with government intervention).  Examples and descriptions of key
concepts are provided in Appendix 1.

Analytical Framework

Why Develop a Framework?

25. In developing a policy proposal, an explicit analytical framework helps to identify: what
government wants to achieve (objectives, and possibly sub-objectives); how, in general
terms, it considers those objectives can be promoted (principles); and the main impacts
(costs and benefits) against which the policy options are expected to be assessed.  An
explicit framework serves a number of purposes:

a. it provides a vehicle, at an early stage, to identify and resolve key differences in
approach and understanding between officials, thereby promoting consistency and
saving time and resources;

b. it promotes and focuses communication between officials and groups being
consulted.  It explicitly identifies for stakeholders what the Government considers to
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be important, and any boundaries on the scope of consultation.  This helps to give
consultation greater focus, and reduce cost;

c. it provides a checklist of the major impacts (costs and benefits) against which to
assess options as they are developed; and

d. it gives Ministers and others confidence that good process has/will be followed in the
development of the policy advice.

Specifying Desired Objective(s)

26. Objectives should be clear and concise.  The objective should be specified broadly
enough to allow consideration of all relevant alternative solutions, but should not be so
broad or general that the range of alternatives becomes too large to assess, or the extent
to which the objectives have been met becomes too hard to establish.

27. The objective should not be specified so as to align with (and thus pre-justify) the
particular effects of the proposed regulation.  Rather is should be specified in relation to
the underlying problem and desired outcomes. Also, the objective should not pre-justify a
preferred solution, but should allow for an examination of alternative solutions to the
underlying problem.  The objective should also be outcome or impact based.  A common
error is to confuse the desired final outcome of a proposal with the means of achieving it.

Example: An objective of health policy might be to “reduce the costs associated with
smoking”.  This objective differs to an objective of “banning smoking in certain venues”,
which may be only one means of attaining the first, broader objective.

28. If applicable, a distinction should be made between the primary and subsidiary
objectives of the proposal.  For example, the primary public policy objective in reviewing
the Meat Act may be to promote food safety, thereby reducing food related illness.
Secondary objectives may include improved access to overseas markets, and minimising
the compliance costs on the meat industry.

29. If outcomes are subject to constraints, for example they must be achieved within a
certain time frame or budget, then these should also be clearly specified within the
statement of objectives.

Efficiency objectives

30. Common efficiency objectives include:

a. Providing goods and services at least cost (productive efficiency).  An improvement
in productive efficiency increases welfare by freeing up resources for other purposes.
For example, reducing the cost of heart by-pass operations might free up resources
for preventative education programmes outlining the benefits of exercise and good
diet.

b. Allowing resources to go to where they are valued the most (allocative efficiency).
Formally, allocative efficiency is satisfied when Marginal Social Cost = Marginal
Social Benefit (MSC=MSB).  Key to allocative efficiency is taking into account
externalities associated with resource use, for example, internalising the cost of
pollution into the production process.  An improvement in allocative efficiency could
be represented by, for example, the removal of subsidies that direct investment
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towards low value industries, or a redistribution of income from high income groups
to low income groups (given low income groups will place higher value on each
additional dollar of income).

c. An economy responsive to changes in supply and demand over time through, for
example, the development of innovative practices and technologies to better meet
society’s demands (dynamic efficiency).  Increasing the level of competition in a
market will tend to promote dynamic efficiency, for example.

31. The three types of efficiency identified above will often move in different directions in
response to a change in policy settings, requiring analysis of the trade-offs between the
objectives.  For example, where a market is characterised by declining production costs,
deciding whether to prevent a monopoly from becoming established is likely to involve
assessing whether the benefits from productive efficiency gains will outweigh losses from
lower dynamic and allocative efficiency.  The key is to seek to maximise the total
contribution of the objectives to New Zealand’s public welfare (i.e., the scope should be
national).

Specifying Key Principles

32. The principles, or broad statements of how the government considers the proposed
objective will be achieved, should be identified at an early stage.

FOR EXAMPLE: relevant principles for the development of a preferred option relating to
minimising environmental costs (air and water) from roads might include:

•  clearly specifying and enforcing property rights;

•  providing mechanisms to ensure people face the true cost of their actions;

•  ensuring people in like situations are treated the same; and

•  avoiding unnecessary, conflicting and complicated regulations, thereby minimising
compliance costs and other distortionary costs.

Identifying Key Impacts

33. The key impacts should relate directly to the objectives for the reform (refer paras 26 –
29 for discussion of objectives).  Principally, this should be done by breaking the key
objective(s) down into their constituent costs and benefits, and identifying any other
impacts not identified (if the objectives are correctly specified, these additional impacts
should be minimal).

34. The costs and benefits could be specified in terms of, for example:

•  the incidence of the impacts (government, consumers, business, for example);

•  whether they are transitional or long term; or

•  direct or indirect impacts.
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35. This process helps to ensure all major costs and benefits have been identified, and
once identified, remain in front of officials as policy options are developed and assessed.

Identifying Feasible Options
36. Officials should carry out, early in the policy development process, an informed
consideration of the options available to deal with an identified problem.  The decision
about how to intervene may be as important as the decision about whether to intervene.
A variety of options are available.  These are likely to have very different implications for
results, the magnitude of costs and benefits, their distribution, and administrative
requirements.  At a broad level, officials are often confronted with decisions on the
appropriateness of different types of standards.

Broad Types of Standards

37. Standards can be principle-based, performance-based, or prescriptive.  Principle-
based standards describe the objective sought in general terms and require interpretation
according to the circumstance.  Performance-based standards specify the desired
outcome in precise terms but allow regulated parties to determine their own technique for
achieving the outcome.  Prescriptive standards specify the technical means for attaining
the specified outcome. These may be appropriate where there are stable problems
requiring a high level of certainty.

38. Principle and performance based standards are more appropriate where the outcome
can be measured (to ensure compliance), and where innovation is likely to be an
important consideration in how those standards are met (these standards tend to promote
the most efficient mechanism for achieving the objective).  Prescriptive standards are
useful where information costs are high, and there is little scope for innovation in the way
the objective of the regulation is achieved.  Regulators can usefully combine performance-
based standards and prescriptive “deemed to comply” standards to capture the best
features of both.  Smaller companies could be expected to adhere to prescriptive
standards (where the compliance costs involved with performance standards would make
up a large portion of their revenue), while larger companies could be expected to comply
with performance standards (where it is anticipated efficiency gains would outweigh the
costs of compliance).

EXAMPLE:  The objective of a standard may be to reduce to safe levels the exposure of
workers to chemical fumes that are a by-product of a production process.  A prescriptive
standard might require firms to install ventilation systems to extract the fumes, and that
they be set up in a specific way.  A performance standard would require the safety
objective of “reducing workers exposure to fumes” be met.  Firms could achieve this
objective by adopting the approach specified in the prescriptive standard or they could
adopt any other feasible approach.  For instance, a company may modify the inputs used
in the production process itself so that the total amount of fumes produced is at a safe
level.

39. In more detail, options available to the Government might include (but not be limited
to):

•  no government intervention;

•  status quo;
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•  extending current legislation;

•  increasing enforcement;

•  information and education campaigns;

•  economic instruments (taxes, subsidies, and tradable property rights);

•  voluntary standards/codes of practice;

•  self regulation; and

•  co-regulation.

No Government Intervention

40. This option involves relying on the market in conjunction with existing laws (general
liability law).  No government intervention is particularly important to consider when
undertaking reviews of existing regulation.

41. By holding individuals and firms responsible for their actions and requiring them to pay
damages where liable, for example, incentives may develop for individuals and firms to
take appropriate levels of care.  Through legal remedies (litigation and the common law),
individuals can enforce their rights rather than relying on government action to do so.

42. This approach is more appropriate where flexibility is needed in the application of the
law, such as where there is a heavy emphasis on the circumstances surrounding the case
(for example, where the degree of culpability is important).

43. In many circumstances, however, legal remedy may be too uncertain, slow, or costly
(high transaction costs) to be an efficient method of changing behaviour.

Status Quo

44. The status quo is a dynamic concept.  It is the situation that will arise if current policy
settings are maintained.  Maintaining policy settings could lead to deterioration in the
public interest, for example, escalating environmental damage in the event allowable
maximum pollution discharge limits are not reduced as the number of polluting factories
increases.  Equally, evaluation of the status quo should include consideration of the
potential for a problem to “self-correct”.  The status quo should always be considered as
an option, to ensure that alternatives are not chosen which would lead to worse outcomes
than expected by maintaining the current policy settings.  The status quo is frequently the
option against which other options should be compared.

Extending Current Legislation of General Application

45. In some circumstances, legislation with proven ability to overcome problems of the
nature being addressed may already exist, but not have sufficient coverage to deal with
the circumstances under consideration.  In such cases it will often be more appropriate to
expand coverage of this existing legislation than to attempt to create a new regime.  The
chief advantages of this approach are that a proven means of addressing the problem is
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employed, and that consistency between the treatment of the same issue arising in
different circumstances is achieved.

Increasing Enforcement

46. Another approach is to consider the implications of increasing the level of enforcement
associated with the current regulation, rather than implementing new or amended
provisions.  It may be the case that existing regulations are adequate in themselves but
are not enforced adequately.

Information and Education Campaigns

47. This approach acts to change the quality and level of the information available, or to
change its distribution.  This can be achieved by regulating for certain information to be
provided, or by government providing the information itself.  This may involve requiring
information about the attributes of a product, process, or situation (e.g., dangerous
working conditions) be disclosed.

48. These measures improve markets by allowing people to make decisions that better
match their preferences.  The main advantage of these strategies over some other
approaches is that they allow individuals to choose what is best for themselves given the
information available, rather than Government imposing one solution on all.

Economic Instruments

49. Economic instruments seek to influence market behaviour by altering the relative
prices of goods and services in a market, or by creating a market where none previously
existed.  Market behaviour can be influenced either directly  (for example, through a tax or
user charge), or indirectly (for example, through controlling the level of supply). Economic
instruments will generally require a regulatory basis. The two main types of economic
instruments are:

•  Taxes, charges, or subsidies: Government can alter private incentives (and therefore
behaviour) by taxing actions it wishes to discourage and subsidising action it wishes
to encourage.  For example, by taxing pollution or subsidising education to correct for
perceived externalities.  A tax or charge used to influence behaviour in this way is
distinct from a general tax, where the objective is to raise revenue for government
spending programmes while seeking to minimise behavioural change.

•  Tradable quota (marketable rights): These are a means of controlling, for example,
the quantity of some externality produced, or the amount of a scarce resource taken.
Tradable quota have been used effectively in the United States to control emissions
of sulphur dioxide, and in New Zealand to provide for the sustainability of commercial
fisheries.  Under tradable quota systems, the government sets an overall maximum
supply level for the outcome of a specific activity.  Producers must then hold a right
to produce (e.g., sulphur dioxide) or take (e.g., fish), and may not produce or take
any more than the level provided for by the quota.  Quota is a valuable property right.
Providing for tradable quota places strong incentives on the market to use resources
efficiently, and ensure the quota goes to where it is valued the most.
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Voluntary Standards/Codes of Practice

50. Positive behaviour can be achieved through instruments such as voluntary standards
and codes.  The standards can be developed by industry or co-operatively with
government as codes of practice or guidelines that seek to detail what is deemed to be
acceptable practice.

51. Voluntary codes maximise the potential for flexibility of response to allow easy
adjustment in response to changes in the industry or occupation.  They are best applied
where there are strong occupational or industry bodies, where the implications of non-
compliance do not pose significant or irreversible risks, and where non-compliance with
the standard or code is visible (certification, for example, will tell consumers whether their
provider complies with specified standards).

Self-Regulation

52. Self-regulation can be defined as an arrangement in which an organised group (such
as an industry association or professional body) regulates the behaviour of its members,
and where that organised group can impose sanctions.  The advantages of self-regulation
are; rules are more likely to be observed if they are made by insiders, changes and
updating can be more rapid, rules are developed using the expertise of those being
regulated, and it is cheaper for the Government as the regulated group bears the costs of
regulating (and also have strong incentives to minimise those costs).  Compliance is
achieved because the players involved may find it in their interest to obey the (non-
binding) rules.  This can be a driven by a concern by individuals and firms about their
reputation, or by peer pressure.

53. As it is the industry that formulates the rules and codes of conduct, there is a risk that
self regulation could result in anti-competitive behaviour.  That is, unnecessary barriers to
entry to an occupation or market, or other undesirable practices such as price fixing may
occur.

Co-Regulation

54. Co-regulation refers to a situation where the regulatory role is shared between
government and an industry body.  Co-regulation can range from simple endorsement of
industry self regulation, to providing legislative backing to privately defined rules when
industry lacks sufficient sanctions to ensure compliance, thus bordering on traditional
regulation.

55. Co-regulation is used for certain types of occupational regulation (e.g., lawyers,
doctors, financial advisers).  In such cases, the legislature may delegate regulatory
authority to an organisation representing members practising that occupation.  The
organisation makes rules, levies charges, and applies discipline. These can have the
same force and legal authority as if the government itself carried them out.  Again, care
needs to be taken to ensure the interests of consumers are given prominence, and that
opportunities for anti-competitive practices are minimised.

56. It is important that the RIS outline the main options available for dealing with the
problem, and why competing options were discarded in favour of the preferred option.
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Impact Assessment

Context

57. The fundamental purpose of the RIS is to demonstrate that the expected benefits of
the proposed regulations will exceed the expected costs; that is, there is a net benefit,
when considered from the perspective of society as a whole, associated with the proposed
regulation(s).  A cost/benefit analysis (CBA) is a systematic approach to demonstrate that
this requirement will be met.

58. A cost-benefit analysis is a conceptual framework for the economic evaluation of
programs and projects in the public sector.  It differs from a financial evaluation in that it
considers all gains (benefits) and losses (costs) regardless of from where or to whom they
accrue.  It involves the identification and assessment of all costs and benefits, direct and
indirect, tangible and intangible, which may impact on the choice of policy options.

59. The opportunity costs of regulatory policy drives the rationale for costs-benefit
analysis, that is, what is society giving up to achieve its regulatory objectives?  Opportunity
costs may be direct in terms of the costs imposed on businesses and consumers -
resources that could be allocated to other uses.  Opportunity costs may also take the form
of policies that have been displaced or must be foregone because a particular policy has
been adopted.

60. A “formal” or “technical” CBA provides for a comparison of the identified costs and
benefits of a proposal by employing constant dollars of those impacts as a common unit of
measure.  There will often be difficulties in converting some impacts to dollar terms.  In
many cases this may be achieved via the use of indirect approximations (refer Appendix 2
for examples of common valuation techniques).  The use of these methods can be
resource intensive.  The level of quantification required will vary according to the
importance of the proposal being analysed, the availability of the necessary data, and
resource constraints.

61. In many circumstances quantification of the major impacts will not be feasible, such as
where the policy proposal is more strategic in nature rather than technical.  For example, it
would be extremely difficult to quantify the costs and benefits to New Zealand of adopting
a capital gains tax.  In this case it may be more appropriate to apply “informal” cost benefit
analysis, that is, to fully describe to the extent possible the magnitude, incidence and
nature of all significant costs and benefits, rather than attempt to convert all those impacts
into dollar values.  Multi-criteria analysis is one systematic technique that can be used to
undertake this type of analysis within the overall CBA framework.

Identifying All Significant Impacts

62. A fundamental requirement of sound policy development is to ensure that no
significant impact of the proposal is overlooked.  While many impacts are easily identified
others, particularly those which are indirect in their effects, may not be taken into account.
Common types of costs and benefits include:
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Direct and Indirect

63. Direct impacts are those clearly related to the purpose or objective of the regulatory
proposal.  Indirect impacts are incidental to this main purpose, although they may,
nonetheless, be of significant magnitude.

64. An example might be a workplace safety regulation which has direct benefits in terms
of a reduction in the costs of injuries and damage to production equipment, and may also
have indirect benefits in terms of lowering the rate of industrial disputes (where there has
been a history of disputes over the particular safety issue).

65. A key purpose of making this distinction is to emphasise that a regulation should be
justified primarily in terms of the direct impacts associated with it.  This does not
necessarily preclude the making of a regulation that relies on indirect effects in order to
show an overall net benefit.  However, it does mean that regulation which has larger
indirect than direct effects should be questioned on policy grounds, that is, whether a
different policy response, which directly addresses the indirect benefits identified in
respect of the current proposal, would be more appropriate.

Tangible and Intangible

66. Tangible impacts are those values that can be identified and quantified.  An example
is the cost of employing people to collect information from the public. The term “intangible”
is often applied to those impacts to which it is difficult to attribute a dollar value.  Examples
might include time, health, comfort, environmental, and cultural impacts.

67. It is both possible and necessary to integrate the two types of impact in the RIS.
Intangible factors (either dealt with in a descriptive or qualitative manner) should be
presented alongside quantitative analysis.  The analysis should indicate the relative
importance that has been assigned to the values, and the assumptions that have been
made in making those judgements.  It is also critical to recognise the use of a formal CBA
approach does not imply ignoring non-quantifiable factors.  In fact, it may be more
important to focus on the qualitative factors, especially where those factors are expected
to be larger than the quantitative impacts.

Administrative and Compliance

68. These are the paperwork and related costs of complying with the regulations, and with
monitoring and enforcing compliance.  Administrative costs will be incurred by both the
regulatory agency and the “target” group (in the form of compliance costs) of the
regulations.  Compliance and administrative costs will often include both one-off (capital,
systems, training, etc.) and ongoing costs.

69. Care should be taken to ensure the full costs associated with regulatory administration
are identified.  Some aspects frequently missed are the non-wage costs of labour, labour
“indirectly” associated with the administration of the regulations and other corporate
overheads, and the information and compliance costs incurred by the “target” group (i.e.,
the costs of interacting with government).

70. Enforcement activity will often be significant.  It is necessary to be realistic about the
extent of the enforcement effort necessary to ensure an adequate level of compliance with
the regulations and, hence, achievement of their objective(s).
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71. A comparison of the size of the identified administrative costs with the overall costs
and benefits of the regulations can be a useful check on the administrative efficiency of
the systems which have been designed to implement the regulatory structure.

Domestic and International

72. In assessing policy options, the only impacts taken into account are usually those that
accrue to New Zealand.  This objective is explicitly identified in some legislation, such as
the Maritime Safety Act 1994 which provides for the Minister of Transport to promote
safety at “reasonable cost”.  Reasonable cost is defined as where the “value of the cost to
the nation is exceeded by the value of the resulting benefit to the nation”.  An exception to
this approach might be assessing options for overseas aid.

73. New Zealand is a signatory to a number of agreements with overseas countries.
These agreements can constrain the choice of policy options.  For example, an option to
restrict the import of fruit from Australia for phytosanitory reasons would need to be
considered within the context of the CER agreement with Australia.  This would be
necessary to ensure New Zealand would not be exposed to retaliatory trade measures.

74. Agreements are entered into with other countries on the basis that to do so is in New
Zealand’s best interests.  Within these overall agreements, it is not uncommon for options
which, by themselves are likely to produce net benefits to New Zealand, to be ruled out
because they are inconsistent with those agreements.  This would be because the benefit
from the policy options is considered to be outweighed by the cost of no-longer being a
signatory to the agreement.

Avoidance of “Double Counting” Errors

75. Although it is important to identify and include all impacts, it is also critical to avoid
double counting any impact.  While this appears an obvious caveat, double counting can
often occur due to a failure to recognise the redistributive impacts of particular policies.

76. For example, the value of a reduction in injury costs associated with a safety
regulation may be recognised as both a reduction in ACC premiums and as a reduction in
its payouts.  This fails to appreciate the role of ACC as an insurance scheme.  The fall in
premiums is caused by the reduction in payouts, with the one change flowing through into
the other.  To sum the two reductions would be to count the value of the reduced injury
costs twice.

77. Further, it is useful to specify, wherever possible, expected costs and benefits as
outcomes.  For example, rather than identifying a benefit as “an enhancement to the
safety characteristics of a consumer product”, the reduction in the number of fatalities and
serious injuries expected as a result of the measure should be identified and assessed in
preference.  This reduces the likelihood of double counting.  It will also give decision-
makers a better sense of whether the benefits will actually be realised.  For example, it
may be clear that a measure will enhance the safety of a product, but less clear that it will
improve safety outcomes, for example, where the product does not pose a serious threat
to consumers in the first place.

Resource Allocation and Distributional Impacts

78. Resource allocation is a central concept underlying economic efficiency.  For efficiently
operating markets, resources are allocated optimally if prices reflect full costs.  In this way
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resources are consumed only up to the point where the benefit from consuming the “extra”
resource equals the cost of providing that resource.

79. In these circumstances there is an improvement in resource allocation if prices and
costs become more closely aligned and a deterioration if they become more disparate.
Conversely, where a market is inefficient (due to public goods issues or monopoly power,
for example), the imposition of taxes or other modifiers of behaviour may provide resource
allocation benefits.

80. An example of a resource allocation benefit in RIS terms is that of a change to a fee
(refer Treasury’s Guidelines for Setting Charges in the Public Sector at
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/pubs/alm/guide/guide.pdf for further discussion on public
sector charging).  In the absence of market failure, if the fee is raised to a level that
recovers the full cost of service provision there will be an improvement in allocative
efficiency, due to the removal of the incentive for over-consumption of the formerly
subsidised service.  That is, facing a real set of prices, consumers will change their
consumption so as to reflect the real value they place on different items.

81. Distributional impacts are the impacts a regulatory proposal will have on the
distribution of costs and benefits between individuals, or between individual companies,
for example.  Just as high absolute fee charges will have a greater impact on small
businesses than on large businesses, regulatory proposals which result in higher absolute
compliance costs for low income earners will result in a higher burden than the same costs
falling on high income earning individuals.  Some regulations may be made primarily in
pursuit of such distribution effects, or may form a significant secondary part of their
impact.  Clearly then, such impacts must be highlighted and their size estimated.

82. Judgements will need to be made on the appropriateness of, for example:

a. costs and benefits disproportionately favouring or disadvantaging one group over
another; and

b. any trade-offs between small, but concentrated costs, and large, but dispersed
benefits.

83. Formal cost benefit tools can be used to assess distributional impacts.  For example,
other things being equal, costs that fall on high-income groups should be favoured over
costs that fall on low-income groups.  This is because an extra dollar to a low-income
household is likely to produce greater utility or welfare than an extra dollar provided to a
high-income household.  However, it is important to also assess the likely impacts from,
for example, increasing effective marginal tax rates, and consequently the likely impact on
peoples’ incentive to increase work effort or return to work.

Comparing Options

84. It is important to clearly identify the base case option against which the impacts of the
preferred option are being assessed.  For example, is it the status quo, no regulation, a
more prescriptive regulatory option?  The appropriate base scenario for comparing the
preferred option is frequently the status quo, that is, maintaining the current policy settings
(refer para 45 above).  Once the appropriate base scenario has been identified, it is
important to assess all expected costs and benefits of the preferred options against that
scenario.  It is important to note that the expected benefits cannot, for example, be
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assessed against no regulation, while the costs are assessed against a more prescriptive
regulatory option.

Techniques of “Formal” Cost Benefit Analysis
85. This section describes some of the central techniques used for developing a formal
cost benefit analysis.  Accepting the quantitative difficulties, a full CBA is desirable
wherever a major regulation is proposed and reasonable data is available or derivable.  It
should be noted that only the summary or outcome of this analysis would be included in
the RIS.

Net Present Value

86. The result of a CBA will generally be expressed in dollar terms as a net present value
(NPV).  The NPV concept is essential for converting a range of costs and benefits which
may accrue at widely differing times to a comparable basis.

87. The need for such a conversion arises from the simple observation that the value of a
dollar received today is not the same as that of a dollar received at some time in the
future.  There are three major reasons for this difference:

a. The “rate of time preference”.  Most people prefer consumption undertaken now
rather than later.  Thus, a dollar available now is more highly valued than one
received later.

b. Uncertainty.  There is necessarily some degree of uncertainty as to whether a future
dollar will actually be received.  Its value is lessened in proportion to the expected
size of this uncertainty factor.

c. Inflation.  The effect of inflation is that a dollar is able to buy fewer goods in the future
than at present.  (NB This aspect can be ignored if all elements of the CBA are being
undertaken in real (i.e. inflation adjusted) rather than nominal (i.e. actual dollar)
terms).

88. The discount rate seeks to capture the sum of the above factors.  The discount rate
captures the extent to which a dollar is held to lose value as the time at which it is to be
received (or incurred) becomes more distant.  The NPV is calculated by applying the
discount rate to all costs and benefits that occur in the future, then summing the costs and
benefits and subtracting the former from the latter.

89. The formula to discount a value to its present value is (v)/(d+1)t where:

(v) is the value of the cost or benefit being discounted

(d) is the discount rate

(t) is the time period.  The time period is defined with reference to the discount rate.
For example, if d = 10% per year, and t = 2, 2 represents the second year.  If d =
10% per month, t would represent the second month.

90. The discount rate used may depend on the type of benefit or cost being discounted.
For example, a New Zealand survey found the discount rate people apply to the value of
avoiding death or serious injury was in the range 5-7 % per annum.  Alternatively the
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discount rate applied to government expenditure is the cost of capital to the Crown, or the
government bond rate appropriate to the term of the project.  This would incorporate the
opportunity cost of resources forgone to pursue the proposal or project.  Further, it may be
possible to justify applying much lower discount rates to environmental values in the
expectation that 1) as people become wealthier; and 2) the extent and nature of the
environment decline, people in the future can be expected to place greater value on the
natural environment.

91. Care needs to be taken in the choice of discount rates.  Across government, these
choices can impact on:

•  the allocation of resources between the private and public sectors;

•  the extent to which it is possible to support the imposition of regulatory costs on
business and community interests (the lower the rate, the greater the tendency to
regulate); and

•  the extent to which the interests of current generations may be favoured over those
of future generations.

Decision Criteria, Risk and Sensitivity Analysis

92. The final aspect of the formal cost/benefit analysis is the selection and application of
appropriate decision criteria.  The basic tools to be used are the NPV and the benefit/cost
ratio (BC).  The NPV, as noted above, represents the total excess of benefits over costs,
assessed in constant dollars.  The BC is the ratio of total benefits to total costs, again
assessed in constant dollar terms.

93. In the case of the NPV, the basic rule is policy proposals that produce a NPV>0 should
proceed.  With the BC ratio, the equivalent basic rule is BC>1.  However, other decision
rules can be attached to each of these basic tools.  The appropriate criteria will vary
according to a number of factors.  For example, where there is a high degree of
uncertainty as to the size and/or timing of the benefits sought, it may be appropriate that a
higher requirement (NPV and BC ratio) be met before allowing the proposal to proceed.

94. There will be times when the option with the highest NPV will not be the option with the
greatest BC ratio.  For example:

Option One

NPV of benefits equals $35 million
NPV of costs equals $20 million

BC ratio equals 1.75 (benefits divided by costs)
NPV equals $15 million (benefits minus costs)

Option Two

NPV of benefits equals $20 million
NPV of costs equals $10 million
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BC ratio equals 2
NPV equals $10 million

95. In this example, the NPV criterion favours option one, while the benefit cost ratio
favours option two.  Without risk, or uncertainty surrounding the results of the analysis, the
option with the highest NPV (option one) is favoured as this would contribute the most to
public welfare, i.e., an expected gain of $15 million against an expected gain of only $10
million for option two.  However, the greater the level of uncertainty surrounding the results
of the cost benefit analysis, the more appropriate it is to weight more highly the option with
the greater benefit cost ratio (option two).

96. Sensitivity analysis involves altering the main assumption(s) of the analysis to
determine the extent to which the results are dependent on those assumptions.  It also
provides valuable information on reliability.  It is particularly useful where:

•  the analysis shows large absolute net benefits, but the benefit cost ratio is small; and

•  there is considerable risk or uncertainty surrounding the estimates of the main
cost(s) and or benefit(s).

97. Additionally, where there is considerable uncertainty, the NPV and BC calculations
should be repeated using other reasonable assumptions on the value of the major
impacts.  A regulatory option should be able to demonstrate a positive outcome under
most of the scenarios tested if confidence is to be had in its appropriateness.

Limited Application of Cost Benefit Techniques

98. Break-even (B/E) analysis can also be used as an effective tool where, for example,
the likely benefits of a proposal can not be accurately estimated.  Cost effectiveness is
useful where, for example, government has fixed the benefits, and the only policy issue is
how to best achieve that level of benefit.

The Cost Benefit Break Even Point

99. It is often easier to quantify the costs attributable to an intervention than it is to
estimate the benefits.  In fact, it may not be possible to derive a useful estimate of benefits
at all.  In such circumstances it can be informative to decision makers to estimate the cost
benefit break-even point.

100. The break-even point is the point at which benefits equal cost, or the minimum level
of benefit required to justify an intervention.  At first brush this may appear a pointless
exercise.  That is, if costs equal $16.5 million, then to say benefits must also equal $16.5
million does not appear to advance the analysis very far.  However, by:

a. expressing the benefit required in units of the intangible value(s), e.g., lives saved;
and/or

b. running a number of possible scenarios against the estimated costs,

the technique can provide useful information on the magnitude and nature of the benefits
required to justify the proposed intervention.  This allows the reader to more easily make
their own judgement about the likelihood of those benefits being achieved.  However, it is
important not to lose sight of other possible benefits.  Using the above example of a
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measure to reduce fatalities, serious injuries that would also be avoided could easily be
over-looked.

Cost Effectiveness Analysis

101. A more limited policy tool than formal CBA is the cost-effectiveness test.  Cost
effectiveness measures provide an index of the relative cost to society of various options
for promoting a particular objective (usually expressed as cost per unit of benefit).  Within
the context of risk regulation, for example, the task of this approach is to ascertain which
policies minimise the cost of eliminating a given risk.

102. Cost effective analysis can be used on those occasions when Government specifies
an objective below which it will not be willing to trade off other objectives.  For example, in
introducing competition to the Employers’ Account of the ACC Scheme, it was agreed that
claimant access to entitlements was not to be compromised by insurer insolvency.  The
appropriate mechanism for assessing options for achieving this objective then becomes
cost effectiveness analysis.  That is, the option expected to achieve the specified objective
at least cost.  Analysis of benefits, in this case, is not required.

103. A critical difference between costs-effectiveness and formal CBA is that, for the
former, benefits need not be valued explicitly.  The cost-effectiveness measure calculates
the cost per unit benefit but otherwise does not assign dollar values to outcomes.  The
data needs for cost-effectiveness tests will consequently be less.  Also, as with break-
even points, cost effectiveness analysis does not easily deal with multiple objectives.

Presentation of Results

104.Finally, in presenting the results of the CBA, it is important to document the methods
used to calculate the costs and benefits, including:

a. all major assumptions;

b. deficiencies in the information used;

c. the scope of the analysis;

d. possible estimation biases;

e. any major intangible costs and benefits; and

f. any other information considered necessary for a third party to be able to assess the
analysis objectively.

Public Consultation

What is Consultation?

105. A key aim of systematic public consultation is to make information available to the
public, to listen to a wide range of interests, to obtain more and better information from
affected parties, and to be more responsive to what is heard.  This allows for better
information for efficient decision-making.
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106.Consultation is not synonymous with consensus.  It is, however, a process that
permits and promotes the two-way flow of ideas and information among all sectors of
society and between them and the government.  Effective consultation is based on
principles of openness, transparency, integrity, and mutual respect.  It requires that:

a. key information be provided to those being consulted;

b. those being consulted are in a position to influence policy formulation;

c. sufficient time is allowed for a considered response to be compiled by those being
consulted;

d. the agency undertaking the consultation has the capability to interpret and use the
information derived correctly, for example, consultation with iwi groups will require an
understanding of Maori perspectives and issues; and

e. the information gained is considered in good faith, that is, the advice obtained cannot
be discounted without good reason, and must be sought prior to final decisions being
taken.

Benefits of Consultation

107. A well designed and implemented consultation programme can contribute to higher
quality regulations, identification of more effective alternatives, lower administration costs,
better compliance, and faster regulatory responses to changing conditions.  Just as
important, consultation can improve the credibility and legitimacy of government action,
win the support of groups involved in the decision process, and increase acceptance by
those affected.

Costs and Risks of Consultation

108. Effective consultation is difficult to carry out and can be costly in terms of time and
resources.  Less well organised, diffuse, or smaller interests can easily be left out.
Information received from stakeholders may be one-sided, of poor quality, or irrelevant to
the issues at stake.  Consultation can also occur too late to allow affected groups to
influence key decisions such as problem definition and whether regulation is needed.

109. Invariably, the costs of consultation are incurred in the short-term, while the benefits
emerge over the longer-term.

Forms of Consultation

110. There is currently a wide range of different consultative approaches.  These include
departmental advisory bodies, secondment of personnel from the private sector, public
discussion papers, multi-stakeholder negotiations, focus (consultative) groups, targeted
briefings, workshops, questionnaires, public notice and comment, hearings and select
committees.  The appropriateness of each approach will depend on the issues under
consideration, the nature of the group being consulted, and the resources, including time,
available for undertaking the consultation.
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Consultation on Sunset Clauses

111. Sunset clauses provide for the automatic repeal or review of legislation (principally
regulations) at a pre-specified time, or on the occurrence of a specified event.

112. The primary purpose of sunset clauses is to provide a strong incentive for the
systematic review of legislation to ensure it is the most appropriate mechanism for
achieving the objectives to which it is targeted.  Some regulations will benefit more from
regular review than others.  For example, to accommodate the rate at which technology is
reducing the natural monopoly characteristics of telecommunication services, the Unites
States now provides for telecommunications regulations to be reviewed every two years.

113. Sunset clauses also provide clear signals on what will be reviewed and when.  This
makes it easier for stakeholders to prepare, and subsequently participate in the review.
This approach also helps to circumvent criticism that reviews are being “sprung” on
stakeholders.

114. It is for these reasons that, in consulting on regulations, officials should explicitly
explore with stakeholders the contents of any sunset clause provision.

The Treaty of Waitangi, and Maori Policy

The Treaty

115. The Treaty of Waitangi is a founding document of Government in New Zealand.
Article 1 provides for a transfer of sovereignty (kawanatanga) from Maori to the Crown.
Article 2 provides for the protection of tribal property (taonga) and the exercise of self
management (tino rangatiratanga) by Maori.  Article 3 provides that Maori acquire the
same citizenship rights (oritetanga) as British subjects.

116. Treaty policy is about the Government’s relationship with Maori.  It is governed by
concepts that include good faith, fiduciary duty, opportunity for redress, co-operation,
partnership, and mutual respect.  It is also about promoting the durability of settlements,
and minimising the risk of creating new grievances.

Maori Policy

117. Maori policy is about establishing and achieving the Government’s objectives for
Maori.  An overarching objective might be to foster an environment within which Maori are
able to realise their full economic and social potential.

118. Of particular importance in developing Maori policy is an understanding that:

a. Maori will, in certain circumstances, have different values that will need to be taken
into account in the policy development process.  A simple example is a policy that
provides for a Maori woman to be able to take her after-birth away with her when she
leaves hospital, should she so chose.

b. Alternative or non-mainstream service delivery will sometimes achieve the best
results for Maori.  For example, kohango reo and marai based health care may be
the best way of contributing to the Government’s health and education objectives for
Maori.
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119. It is important that these dimensions of Maori policy are kept to the fore at the
different stages of policy development.  Also key is ensuring policy development is
informed of Maori perspectives through effective consultation, facilitated by strong
communication links with the Maori community. Also key is ensuring policy development is
informed of Maori perspectives through effective consultation (refer A Guide for
Consultation with Maori at
http://www.justice.govt.nz/pubs/reports/1998/maori_consultation/index.html for more
information on Maori Consultation).
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Appendix 1 - Problem Identification

Markets and Market Failure
In general, decision making is considered best left to private individuals, who have the
best information on their needs.  Further, the operation of markets is considered the most
effective means, on the whole, of ensuring least cost production, and that resources go to
their highest value use, thereby maximising their contribution to the economy and public
welfare.  However, in some circumstances markets may fail to do this (see Box 1).

Box 1: Common Market Failures

Externalities Externalities are negative (or positive) effects arising from a
transaction, which fall on third parties.  As a result, they may
not be taken into account in production decisions, and too
much (or too little) may be produced.  An example of an
externality is pollution, emitted as part of a manufacturing
process, the cost of which does not fall on the manufacturer.

Governments may choose to use economic instruments to
ensure that prices include the cost of the externality, or
technical standards so that less of a negative externality is
produced.

Imperfect
competition

Where barriers to entry into a market exist, producers may be
able to set prices higher than competitive levels, and/or restrict
output.  Governments may wish to intervene to prevent this (for
example, through implementing anti-trust laws).

Competition problems may also arise in the case of natural
monopolies.  A natural monopoly exists when one firm can
provide the entire market demand at a lower cost than two or
more firms.  For example, electricity and gas transmission
networks tend to be natural monopolies for any given
geographical location.  It should be noted, however, that either
breaking-up or over-regulating a natural monopoly might lead
to higher costs to consumers.

Information
problems

Where producers or consumers do not have full information on
which to base their decisions, this can lead to poor outcomes.
For example, if consumers do not recognise high quality goods
or services this may lead to lower prices, thereby causing high
quality suppliers to exit the market.  Alternatively, it may allow
for producers of poor quality goods or services to “free ride” on
the good producers, to the detriment of the market.
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Public goods Public goods are non-rivalrous and non-exclusive.  This means
that consumption of the good by one person does not reduce
the ability of others to consume the good, and it is difficult or
even impossible to exclude people from consuming the good.
As a result it can be very difficult to obtain payment for the
good directly from users.  In these circumstances the market is
unlikely, if left to itself, to supply enough of a public good.
Typical examples of public goods include defence and light-
houses.  Changes to technology may mean that it will be
possible to charge directly for some public goods in the future,
that is, by making it possible to directly measure and charge
individuals for use and benefit.

NB: Just because a good or service is produced by the
government sector for the public does not mean that it is a
“public good”, for example, passports.

Nearly all markets exhibit some form of market failure.  As such, it is important to consider
the magnitude of the failure, as there are costs associated with all interventions which will
need to be weighed against the expected benefits (refer below).

Government Failure
In some cases, today’s problems may be a result of yesterday’s intervention.  In
developing options for government intervention, it is also important to consider the
likelihood and nature of government failure, i.e. the reasons government policy initiatives
may fail to meet their objectives, or result in unintended costs:

•  actions may distort market incentives.  Government interventions, rather than
assisting the operation of markets, may impede their normal functioning.  For
example, subsidies going to the agricultural sector during the 1970s and 1980s
encouraged farmers to greater levels of sheep production, in spite of huge over-
supply in world markets.  With prices distorted in this way, there was little reason for
farmers to move into areas of growing world demand such as goats, pine trees, and
deer.

•  complex regulations.  If the regulations are too complex, people will have difficulty
in interpreting what is required.  This creates uncertainty, high transaction costs, and
may leave the courts to interpret the intent of the legislation.

•  as owner/purchaser, the government has weak incentives to monitor resource
use.  Without the threat of take-over, or going bankrupt, there is less incentive for
government enterprises to operate efficiently, or to be responsive to consumer
demand.  Also, a mix of political and commercial objectives can make it difficult to
hold managers to account for their performance.

•  bounded rationality.  Just as the private sector may not have the time, resources or
capability to secure and process all the information necessary for the market to
function properly, the government too, for the same reasons, may not be able to
adequately identify all the likely consequences of a government intervention.
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•  interest group capture.  Interest groups are sometimes able to unduly influence
government decision making, that is, to their own advantage but not necessarily to
that of the country.  Interest group capture can be of officials, or Ministers.

•  over tax/regulate.  A common problem for governments is the temptation to over
tax, that is, beyond the point where the cost of increasing tax receipts exceeds the
benefit from the extra government spending.  There is perhaps an even stronger
incentive for governments to over-regulate.  Regulation may be used in preference to
taxation because there are fewer barriers to a regulatory proposals as compared to a
spending proposal, for example, the budget process.
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Appendix 2 - Common CBA Valuation Techniques

Market Prices
These values are the easiest to incorporate into a cost benefit analysis, and are the prices
at which goods or services are traded in the market.

Shadow Prices
Sometimes the market prices of goods or services do not reveal the true cost or value of
those goods or services.  For example, a subsidy on butter is likely to make the price of
butter lower than the true cost of the resources that went into making it.  The true cost
would instead be the price of the butter, plus the value of the subsidy per item.

Revealed Preference Testing
This approach compares situations where people have previously made trade-offs
between costs, such as their health or quality of life, and some form of benefit.  Such
statistics can give an indication of the extent to which people are prepared to pay for
certain benefits.

Stated Preference Testing
This approach involves surveying people to identify their preference for trading off costs
and benefits against stated hypothetical scenarios.  This is the method that was used in
New Zealand to estimate the “statistical” value of life in the transport sector (estimated at
$2 million - June 1991 dollars).

Travel Cost Analysis
This approach uses the value of traded goods and services to estimate the value of non-
traded goods.  For example, the value of a recreational park to people might be calculated
as the sum of the costs incurred by people travelling to the park (including travel time).
This would obviously result in a minimum value for the park, as it ignores what is likely to
be a significant level of consumer surplus (the value to the consumer above what is paid).

Hedonic Pricing
Hedonic pricing uses the different characteristics of a traded good to estimate the value of
a non-traded good.  For example, the value of a piece of lakefront could be calculated by
comparing the price of a house on the lakefront with the price of a similar house located
elsewhere.
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Appendix 3 - Regulatory Impact Statement - Example

Statement of the Problem and the Need for Action
[Refer Problem Definition”]

1. The Friendly Societies and Credit Unions Act 1982 (the FSCU Act) currently governs
credit unions in New Zealand.  This legislation is unduly restrictive in its regulation of credit
unions.  Most of the problems with the current statute are encapsulated in the prescriptive,
but unclear nature of the governance structure for credit unions.  Difficulties also exist
under the FSCU Act in relation to the prudential controls placed on credit unions that
effectively inhibit the ability of credit unions to borrow, lend, deposit and invest funds.

2. The present legislation for credit unions inhibits efficiency and precludes the ability of
credit unions to aggregate capital and manage economic risk in the interests of their
members.  Further, the specific legislation for credit unions creates an independent
regulatory regime that is far different from that presently governing other competing
financial institutions.

Statement of the Public Policy Objective
[Refer “Specifying Desired Objective(s)”]

3. The key objective of the review is to ensure that the legislation for credit unions is
efficient and effective as a means of achieving economic and social benefits through
aggregating capital and managing economic risk.  In recognition of the fact that it is good
legislative practice for essentially similar entities to be governed by a single regulatory
regime wherever possible, another objective of the review is to ensure like entities are
governed in a similar manner.  Ensuring this situation avoids “re-inventing the wheel”,
increases the certainty of application of the law and reduces the possibilities for
“regulatory arbitrage”.

Statement of Options for Achieving the Desired Objectives
[Refer “Identifying Feasible Options”]

Non-Regulatory Measures

4. No non-regulatory measures exist that would be capable of achieving the specified
objectives for the review.

Regulatory Measures

5. Two regulatory measures have been identified:

•  Option A: Amending the relevant provisions in the Friendly Societies and Credit
Unions Act 1982 to provide better definition with respect to corporate governance
issues, and allow more flexibility for credit unions in relation to prudential matters.

•  Option B: Incorporating credit unions within the generic regime provided for under the
Companies Act 1993.
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6. While it is possible that we could make necessary amendments to the current specific
legislation to reflect the statutory corporate governance regime provided for in the
Companies Act 1993, this option would be inefficient.  To adopt Option A would mean
ignoring one of the key objectives of the review that seeks to avoid “re-inventing the
wheel” and reduce regulatory arbitrage.  Ministry officials are therefore of the view that
Option B achieves the desired objectives for the review, and is therefore the appropriate
option to be considered further.

Statement of the Net Benefit of this Proposal [Option B]
[Refer “Impact Assessment”]

Benefits

7. A number of benefits would accrue to credit unions upon their incorporation within the
generic framework provided for under the Companies Act 1993.  These include:

•  automatic attainment of body corporate status and limited liability for shareholders.
This change would enable greater protection for shareholders;

•  better clarity of the status of shareholders’ deposits in credit unions which would
result in better security for shareholders’ debt securities;

•  credit unions automatically losing their exemption from income tax.  A likely outcome
of this would be greater comparability in the treatment of financial service providers
in general which is consistent with the second objective for the review;

•  enhanced accountability and governance within credit unions.  This would be likely to
result in increased objectivity and transparency in the governance of credit unions;
and

•  a better ability for credit unions to be salvaged in the event that they got into financial
difficulties, thereby decreasing the financial loss to shareholders of credit unions as a
result of a venture failing.

Costs

8. These include:

•  potential risk of inappropriate actions by inexperienced credit union officers enjoying
greater flexibility under the Companies Act 1993 regime.  This could potentially result
in a financial loss to shareholders should credit union officers act unsuitably;  and

•  credit unions becoming subject to the solvency test.  This is only likely to be an issue
for a credit union when a credit union company is required to acquire the shares of a
member leaving a credit union.  It is believed however, that any practical difficulties
for credit unions created in this area could well be addressed via mechanisms
already available in the Companies Act 1993.

9. Accordingly, on balance, the expected benefits to credit unions and the financial
services market as a whole outweigh any expected costs associated with the proposed
measure.
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Consultation
[Refer “Public Consultation”]

10. To date, the following parties have been consulted on the adoption of option B
identified above.  Further consultation is to be undertaken with industry participants and
interested parties on the appropriate legislative vehicle for the incorporation of credit
unions within the Companies Act 1993 regime, and the appropriate form of prudential
control for credit unions.

Government Agencies Other Parties

The Treasury Registrar of Friendly Societies and Credit
Unions

Inland Revenue Department (IRD)

Ministry of Justice
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