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Executive Summary 

Proposals to introduce or amend legislation or regulations in New Zealand require a 
regulatory impact statement (RIS) that summarises the regulatory impact analysis (RIA) 
undertaken for the proposal. Analysing the feasible options to address the particular 
problem is an important component of RIA. 

The regulatory impact analysis team (RIAT) within the Treasury is endeavouring to 
improve regulatory quality across government. As part of this effort, RIAT has 
established RIS requirements and guidance (including the RIA Handbook), and regularly 
engages external parties to provide an independent perspective on how government 
agencies are performing against stated expectations of good quality regulation. 

We have reviewed how agencies have tackled one of the most challenging 
elements of regulatory impact analysis—the options analysis 

RIAT has engaged Castalia to review the options analysis undertaken in a sample of 25 
RISs completed in 2013. The purpose of this review is to identify the common challenges 
in carrying out options analysis and to highlight examples of good practice. By focussing 
on a more in-depth evaluation of one component of the RIS (options analysis), this 
review differs from previous reviews that provided higher-level assessments across all 
aspects of the RIS. 

We have identified common difficulties at each stage where options analyses could be 
improved (as summarised in Table ES1.1) as well as examples of good practice.  

Examples of good practice tackled two major issues 

We found examples in our review that managed to address some of the more challenging 
elements of completing a thorough and convincing options analysis. The best options 
analyses tended to: 

 Identify the decision criterion. In our view this should always be to show 
that the expected incremental benefits of the preferred option exceed the 
expected incremental costs of the preferred option. A good decision criterion 
correctly identifies the types of incremental costs and benefits and establishes 
the question that is to be answered. 

 Implement the decision criterion accurately and appropriately. This 
requires that the level of the expected incremental benefits and costs should 
be assessed for each option; and the preferred option(s) justified relative to 
other options (including the status quo). A well implemented options analysis 
identifies the expected level of costs and benefits and justifies the preferred 
option(s) in an appropriate way for the decision. 

There are potentially many ways that the two tasks can be performed depending on the 
situation but the basis for the decision criterion remains the same. Issues of 
implementation should not cloud the establishment of the decision criterion. 

This position should be distinguished from a position that states that quantitative CBA 
analysis should always be performed. When implementing the decision criterion account 
needs to be taken of scale, quantitative versus qualitative possibilities and so forth. These 
considerations inform the choice of analytical tool. 

We highlight specific examples of good practice where applicable throughout this report.  
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However, not all options analyses gave decision-makers the best sense of the 
relative merits of different options 

We found that the RISs we reviewed generally identified the key impacts of the options 
being considered and distinguished between the impacts on different parties. However, 
we found the relative size or importance of different impacts was often not explained—
even when information seemed to be available to assess the scale and scope of impacts.  

Only a small number of RISs formally incorporated scenario or sensitivity testing into 
options analysis, which in some cases made it difficult to understand the level of 
confidence in the results of the analysis. Some RISs also recommended options that were 
not consistent with the results of the analysis or were insufficiently justified by the 
analysis. 

Improving options analysis involves ensuring a better process for the analysis, 
and more clearly presenting the analysis in a RIS 

Based on our review, we have developed specific recommendations (summarised in 
Table ES1.1 on the following page) for improving RIS quality through the four steps 
involved in analysing options. Some of these recommendations focus on the process of 
carrying out regulatory analysis, while other recommendations are directed at adequately 
explaining the analysis that has been completed. 

Table ES1.1: Summary of Recommendations for Options Analysis 

Stage of 
Analysis 

Issue to 
Address 

Recommendation 

Identifying and 
Evaluating 
Relevant 
Impacts 

 Impacts 
missed 

 Impacts not 
quantified 
(or relative 
size judged) 

 Brainstorm the impacts on all potential parties, 
including how people might react to change and 
any likely flow-on effects in related industries 

 Focus on the size and likelihood of impacts, 
identifying and making use of the best available 
information (including identifying research 
required to inform the analysis). This will allow 
subsequent analysis to focus on the impacts that 
will drive decisions 

 Ensure that more than one person has input into 
identifying impacts and that all impacted parties 
are identified, including consulting review teams 
after identifying impacts (where possible) 
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Stage of 
Analysis 

Issue to 
Address 

Recommendation 

Selecting the 
Right 
Analytical Tool 

 Formal 
quantitative 
analysis not 
applied  

 Incorrect 
tool chosen 

 Multiple 
tools not 
integrated/ 
explained 

 Specify the decision criterion: Identify the costs and 
benefits that will make the options identified 
worth pursuing or discarding  

 Select the analytical tool that will give decision-
makers the greatest insight into the relative 
strengths and weaknesses of different options: 
this could include a formal quantitative analysis or 
a qualitative assessment tool like multi-criteria 
analysis 

 Make a conscientious effort to quantify costs and 
benefits that can be quantified, even when some 
material impacts cannot be quantified 

 Dedicate a level of resources to carry out the 
analysis that is proportionate to the issue, 
commissioning formal quantitative analysis for 
significant decisions 

 Consult review teams on the selection of the 
appropriate analytical tool where possible 

Evaluating 
Options  

 Basis for 
judgements 
unclear 

 Limited 
scope of 
analysis 

 Inconsistent 
analysis of 
options 

 Sensitivity to 
assumptions 
overlooked 

 Be clear about the basis for judgements and 
assumptions underpinning the analysis to avoid 
bias, using facts and evidence wherever possible 

 Break down the analysis of complex and multiple-
issue RISs into parts and address different 
problems and themes separately 

 Present analysis in a manner that best informs 
decisions, for example by reframing key decision 
criteria to make the decision more intuitive and 
less complex 

 Acknowledge where the analysis subject to certain 
assumptions and how sensitive findings are to 
variations in key assumptions 

Recommending 
the Best 
Option 

 Insufficient 
explanation, 
context or 
justification 

 Report the expected net impact of each option  

 Summarise why particular options are 
recommended and what is driving the 
recommendation. If the preferred option does not 
have the most positive net impacts, explain why 
the option is still being recommended 

 Provide sufficient context to allow non-expert 
decision-makers to understand the assumptions, 
limitations or judgements in the analysis that 
materially affect the relative merits of different 
options 

 Consult review teams after developing 
recommendations on the full RIS 
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Stage of 
Analysis 

Issue to 
Address 

Recommendation 

Overall Process  Time 
constraints 

 Early 
feedback 

 Addressing 
key elements 
of analysis 

 Analysts consult agency review panels early, and 
frequently, including on:  

– Impact identification, information to research 
to estimate impacts and the 
assumptions/limitations of impact assessments 

– The specific decision criterion, and the 
selection and proposed application of an 
analytical approach(es) 

– The analysis of options and recommendations 

 Analysts and review panels refer to Table 1.1 in 
undertaking and reviewing options analysis, 
noting the RIA process is often iterative with 
early steps needed to be reassessed where 
appropriate  

 
We have identified that the best options analyses specify and assess the decision criterion 
that the expected incremental benefits of the preferred option(s) exceed the expected 
incremental costs more than alternatives. We suggest RIAT consider how to ensure the 
decision criterion is established in RIA. For example, by reporting whether, or how, the 
decision criterion has been established and assessed in Agency Disclosure Statements or 
associated Cabinet Papers or alternatively making this a specific requirement in order for 
a RIS to be judged as meeting expectations. 

We also suggest that RIAT consider how best to ensure the full set of recommendations 
are accessible and to encourage their uptake among agencies in practice. We understand 
this review will be published. We also suggest the Treasury considers whether there are 
certain recommendations or issues raised that would be useful to specifically cover in the 
RIA Handbook (for example, the treatment of costs to agencies). Similarly, RIAT may 
also wish to consider whether the areas identified receive specific focus when engaging 
with agencies. 
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1 The 2014 RIS Review: Purpose and Approach 

The Treasury’s Regulatory Impact Analysis Team (RIAT) engaged Castalia to evaluate 
the options analyses presented in a sample of Regulatory Impact Statements (RISs). We 
have considered how these RISs evaluated the costs, benefits and risks of each option 
identified against the requirements set out in the Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) 
Handbook1 and other relevant guidance material (such as Treasury’s primer on Cost 
Benefit Analysis).2 

This section explains the review objectives and how we have assessed the options 
analyses in the RISs that we have reviewed. 

The 2014 RIS review focuses on options analysis, which is more targeted than 
past reviews 

Since 2008, RIAT has commissioned five external reviews of the quality of regulatory 
impact analysis.3 Previous reviews have evaluated all components of the RIS against the 
expectations set out in the RIA Handbook, with a separate assessment on the quality of 
the problem definition, objectives, options analysis, implementation and monitoring 
sections of each RIS. Past reviews have therefore provided RIAT with an assessment of 
the quality of RISs across different departments, and the strength of the quality assurance 
arrangements in place across government. Nearly 200 RISs have been externally 
evaluated over the five previous reviews. 

The 2014 evaluation of regulatory impact analysis described in this report adopts a 
different approach. Rather than evaluating all of the components of each RIS, this year’s 
review focuses on perhaps the most challenging component of a RIS: the options 
analysis. This more focused review has allowed us to dig deeper and identify particular 
aspects that officials find difficult when analysing different options, and to provide 
guidance and recommendations on how options analysis can be improved in the future. 

Figure 1.1 highlights where an options analysis generally fits within the overall scheme of 
a RIS. The diagram divides the task of analysing feasible options into four distinct steps, 
with each step discussed separately in the following sections of this report. As noted in 
subsequent sections, the steps in Figure 1.1 are not strictly sequential and are often 
iterative as elements are refined based on subsequent analysis.  

                                                 
1  See: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/impactanalysis  

2  See: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/primer  

3  All five reviews are available on Treasury’s website: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/-
regulatory/riareview  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/impactanalysis
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/primer
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/-regulatory/riareview
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/-regulatory/riareview
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Figure 1.1: Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) Steps 

 

 
While this review focuses on options analysis, there are clear interdependencies between 
the different components of a RIS. As a result, difficulties in one step of the process can 
impact on other steps. For example, if the scale and scope of the problem has not been 
clearly defined, it can be difficult to credibly assess different options against the status 
quo. Similarly, if a full set of feasible options has not been identified, then an options 
analysis will inevitably be incomplete. 

Despite these relationships between the different components of a RIS, we endeavour to 
focus this report on the particular challenges involved in options analysis, and how these 
challenges can best be overcome.  

We evaluated 25 RIS options analyses completed during 2013 

The analysis in this report draws on our evaluation of the options analyses presented in a 
sample of 25 RISs submitted to Cabinet in 2013. The RISs we reviewed are listed in 
Appendix A, and were prepared by 10 different government agencies. 

In the same way as the past two external reviews, we developed a standard evaluation 
matrix to assess each RIS. This approach helps to ensure a consistent approach to 
identifying the strengths and weaknesses found across options analyses that deal with a 
range of different issues. This year’s evaluation matrix separately assesses the four sub-
components of the options analysis shown in As noted in subsequent sections, the steps 
in Figure 1.1 are not strictly sequential and are often iterative as elements are refined 
based on subsequent analysis.  

Figure 1.1 against a set of expectations that expand on the guidance provided in the RIA 
Handbook. The assessment expectations in the evaluation form are summarised in Table 
1.1.  

Unlike past years, we did not assign quality assurance scores to each component of the 
options analysis (RISs are assessed on a scale of “meets”, “partially meets”, and “does 
not meet” the criteria set out in the RIA Handbook). This reflects the fact that the 
purpose of this year’s review is not to investigate whether the quality assurance process is 
working well, but instead to identify how the main challenges in options analysis can be 
overcome. 
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Table 1.1: Evaluation Matrix for Options Analysis 

Requirement  Questions To Answer  How We Answer These Questions 

Relevant impacts 
are identified 
(and where 
possible 
quantified) for 
each option 

 Does the analysis account for all relevant impacts? 

 Has an attempt been made to quantify impacts? Has the effect been 
considered of any intangible impacts that could not be reliably assigned 
monetary values? Are magnitudes provided? 

 Is the likelihood of the impact identified (where appropriate)? 

 Have the impacts been correctly categorised and treated (for example by 
avoiding double-counting)? 

 Does the analysis properly account for distributional impacts? 

 Identify possible impacts and consider where important impacts have been 
missed (considering interrelationships between sectors) 

 Review whether the magnitude and likelihood of the impact is considered 
and, if not, whether there are approaches that would have been worthwhile  
using (given the size and risk of the issue) 

 Review whether the impacts on various parties are differentiated and whether 
it is acknowledged if some parties are clearly impacted more than others  

An appropriate 
analytical 
approach is 
chosen to assess 
the options 

 Has the right analytical approach been chosen given the scale of the issue 
and the information available?  

 

 Assess whether the appropriate decision criterion has been established 

 Identify the analytical approach used (CBA, multi-criteria analysis, other) 

 Assess whether other approaches are preferable given the nature of the issue  

 

The analytical 
approach is 
applied correctly 
and consistently 

 Has the analytical approach been applied correctly? Are there any 
technical issues with the analysis that raise concerns about the 
recommendations emerging from the analysis? Have the assumptions and 
scope underlying the analysis been credibly established? 

 Is the extent of the analysis tailored to the relative size, impacts, and risks 
of the proposal?  

 Has the analytical approach been applied consistently across all options? 

 Does the analysis adequately account for uncertainty/risks of outcomes?  

 Assess whether the scope of analysis and underlying assumptions are clear 
and appropriate 

 Assess whether technical aspects comply with the CBA primer (as 
appropriate) such as discounting, ‘appraisal period’, units of analysis, 
treatment of sunk costs, and whether marginal rather than average impacts 
are used 

 Assess whether impacts have been treated consistently and appropriately, and 
whether this holds for all options considered 

 Review whether the likelihood of uncertain impacts has been considered 
appropriately for the given issue (e.g. should different scenarios/sensitivities 
have been considered?) 

Any option 
ranking and 
selection is based 
on the analysis 

 Does the selection of the preferred option logically flow from the analysis, 
that is, is the rationale for recommending the preferred option clear and 
defensible? 

 Are the context and limitations of the analysis clear?  

 Assess whether the link between the analysis and proposal is clear in the RIS 

 Assess if the preference supported by the analysis is consistent with the 
option proposed. If not, assess if this is clear and reasoning provided 

 Assess whether sufficient context is provided to inform decision-making 
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2 Identifying and Evaluating Relevant Impacts  

As its name suggests, identifying impacts is a central part of regulatory impact analysis. 
Failing to identify and describe all relevant impacts detracts from any analysis of options 
and can lead to unconvincing or ill-founded recommendations. An inadequate 
identification of impacts also makes it difficult for decision-makers to understand the full 
range of parties affected by the proposal, and how serious the impacts are likely to be. 

How do we expect impacts to be identified and described? 

We expect the RIS to have the following attributes to properly inform decision-making: 

 A complete assessment of impacts, including both direct impacts on 
affected parties and any secondary or flow-on impacts arising from the 
options. Ideally, this will include an assessment of how different parties might 
react to the options, and whether any impacts might spill-over into related 
industries. 

 An indication of the magnitude of each impact relative to other impacts, 
and an assessment of how the size of impacts varies across options. By 
individually assessing the size of each impact, the options analysis is set up to 
evaluate the net impact of different options (with the size of positive impacts 
weighed against the size of negative impacts).  

 An indication of the likelihood of impacts occurring or of the impact being 
more or less than the outcome that is considered most likely. This might 
include conditions (for example, the impact is highly likely to occur if x 
happens), or probabilities (for example, the likelihood of this impact occurring 
is less than 10 percent). 

 Distinguishing the impacts on different parties. Decision-makers need to 
know what interests will be affected by pursuing different options. While the 
distribution of impacts might not affect the net impact of an option, it will 
affect the level of opposition to any change and the prospects of successfully 
implementing a proposed course of action. 

What did we find when reviewing the sample of RISs? 

Overall we found that a better job was done of identifying all impacts and distinguishing 
effects to different parties than of assessing the relative size or likelihood of impacts. 
However, there were difficulties in identifying certain impacts and we believe there are 
practical steps that can be followed to ensure all impacts are identified and assessed.  

Secondary impacts and Government costs are commonly overlooked 

A complete set of core impacts was identified in most of the RISs we reviewed, together 
with a good summary of how different parties would be affected. However, there were 
some common difficulties: 

 Several RISs only identified the impacts on parties that were the focus of the 
analysis. This limited the analysis in some cases by failing to acknowledge that 
other parties would be affected (such as the users of a particular service).  

 Secondary or flow-on impacts to related industries or parties were often not 
considered. However several agencies identified that increases in costs to 
businesses would likely lead to increases in the prices paid by consumers. 
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 The costs to Government were commonly overlooked or were ignored on the 
grounds that funding would be provided from existing baselines. The best 
RISs acknowledge that other activities will be foregone if the government 
commits to using its resources for a particular purpose. For example, the 
Ministry of Transport’s vehicle licensing reform RIS specifically incorporates 
the cost to government of pursuing reform in this area. As shown in Figure 
2.1, this describes which agency is likely to incur the cost, what it is for, the 
magnitude and frequency for both proposals. 

Figure 2.1: Example Where Implementation Costs are Identified and Quantified  

 

Source: Ministry of Transport “Vehicle Licensing Reform – Regulatory Impact Statement” (Published at: 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-vlr-
jan13.pdf)   

 
Impacts are not always quantified, even when it seems possible to do so 

We found it was uncommon for impacts to be quantified and that the relative magnitude 
of impacts (across parties or between options) was often not described. This was true 
even where RISs made good use of evidence to indicate the size of the problem. For 
example, one of the RISs reviewed would have benefited from a quantification of 
impacts to inform the analysis and also to provide clarity on a rather contentious issue. 
The problem addressed by the RIS is universally well-known and researched which 
would suggest that quantification was possible. However, only a few impacts were valued 
and the analysis relied more on premises than facts. 

However, there were some good examples where different approaches were used to 
estimate the relative size of impacts. Figure 2.2 shows an example where industry 
estimates were used to quantify likely costs.   

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ifr-oct13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ifr-oct13.pdf
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Figure 2.2: Example Where Costs are Estimated Based on Clear Assumptions 

 

Source: NZIER report to Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment “Pike River Implementation 
Plan RIS” (Published at: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/-
pdfs/ris-mbie-pri-dec13.pdf)  

 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mpi-rbl-feb14.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mpi-rbl-feb14.pdf
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In other cases, comparable schemes or past experience were used to give an indication of 
the likely cost. An example of this is shown in Figure 2.3.4  

Figure 2.3: Example Where Previous Results Give an Indication of Likely Impact 

 

Source: Maritime NZ for Ministry of Transport “Maritime Operator Safety” (Published at: 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-moss-
oct13.pdf)  

 
Finally, Figure 2.4 shows an example where the relative size of impacts that were to be 
traded off was judged and the justification for these judgements clearly summarised. 

Figure 2.4: Example Where Qualitative Assessments Supporting the Judgement of 
Relative Impacts are Clear 

 

Source: Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment “Financial Markets Conduct Regulations” 
(Published at: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-
fmc-jun13.pdf)  

 
How can RIA be improved to evaluate the impacts of different options? 

We understand that time is often constrained when RISs are being prepared, and that the 
policy development process does not always follow a textbook process. However, there 
are practical steps that agencies and officials can take to help ensure that the broadest 
range of impacts are identified and assessed. These steps include: 

 Brainstorming the impacts and all potential parties impacted, including 
thinking about how people might react, any flow-on effects to related 
industries and all costs (including opportunity costs to government agencies).5 

                                                 
4  Also Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment “Responsible Lending and Changes to Consumer Credit 

Law” (Published at: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-rccp-
apr13.pdf) uses the costs of private security licensing to indicate the costs to businesses of introducing a licensing 
regime for repossession agents. 

5  This may require consultation with different government agencies. Treasury’s Cost Benefit Analysis Primer provides 
further guidance on this. Internal review teams (QA panels or monitoring and evaluation teams), RIAT and the 
Treasury’s Vote teams may also be able to provide assistance.  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-justice-pimt-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-justice-pimt-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-moss-oct13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-moss-oct13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-rccp-apr13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-rccp-apr13.pdf
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 Ensuring that more than one person has input at this early stage—either 
through a brainstorming meeting or having someone comment on one 
person’s initial list of impacts. This will ensure that the analysis itself is not 
constrained by the inevitable limitations of an individual perspective.  

 Focusing on the size and likelihood of impacts, which should involve: 

– Identifying what information would best inform decision-makers about the 
relative size and likelihood of impacts. 

– Considering whether this information is available or could be obtained. 
This should inform a research plan to obtain the information needed to 
carry out the analysis. If the best information is not available or cannot be 
collected in time, thinking about what other information or data is available 
and whether similar impacts occur in other sectors that might provide a 
benchmark or indication of size and likelihood.  

– Ensuring that the major impacts that will drive a decision and their relative 
size and likelihood are included, using the best available information and 
being clear about why these impacts matter most and how they have been 
estimated. The basis for such estimations and limitations of any approaches 
used should be clearly disclosed upfront in the RIS (and included in the 
Agency Disclosure Statement (ADS)).  

 Consulting internal review panels (either Quality Assurance (QA) panels or 
monitoring and evaluation teams) early as the RIS is developed, including on 
impact identification and research to inform quantification. This should ensure 
that subsequent analysis is efficient and avoids re-work to satisfy reviewer 
concerns. It also draws on the wider experience of review panels and ensures 
their input helps shape the analysis. 

 Reassessing earlier steps in the RIA process where appropriate as new 
information or thinking becomes available (including early feedback from 
review panels). As noted in Section 1, the RIA process is often an iterative 
one, with subsequent steps revisited as further analysis is undertaken and prior 
steps are refined (for example, the specified problem definition, the 
overarching objectives or the identification of potential options to address the 
problem).  

We have provided examples where RISs have treated government costs appropriately 
above and identified other resources to assist agencies in identifying and assessing these 
costs. However, RIAT should also consider whether to provide further guidance, either 
in the RIA Handbook or elsewhere, if it continues to observe RISs having difficulties 
addressing these costs appropriately. 
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3 Selecting the Right Analytical Tool  

Selecting the appropriate analytical tool is an important step as it establishes what 
information will be presented to inform decisions and frames the subsequent analysis. 
The choice of analytical tool should be informed by the nature of the problem and 
objectives for a solution, the information available and the size of the issue. The 
appropriate analytical tool should provide a reasoned assessment of the degree to which 
the options analysed are in the public interest. 

What decision criterion needs to be assessed? 

In our view, all RIS should specify the decision criterion applicable to the particular issue. 
The generic decision criterion is that the: 

Expected incremental benefits exceed the expected incremental costs (more so than any 

alternatives) 

This is the general requirement for implementing the best option where the benefits and 
costs need to be judged or assessed and need to be specific to the option (as opposed to 
benefits or costs of a broader programme or policy). Based on the identified impacts of 
each option and the nature of the particular issue, these specific impacts should be used 
to specify the applicable decision criterion.  

What tools are available to assess options against the decision criterion? 

Broadly, the analytical approaches used to assess regulatory proposals can be either 
quantitative or qualitative in nature. The quantitative approaches include both partial 
equilibrium analysis (where the direct impacts of a change are quantified) and general 
equilibrium analysis (where both direct and indirect impacts are quantified). Other 
quantitative tools include Cost Effectiveness Analysis and Cost Utility Analysis,6 Social 
Return on Investment7 and input-output analysis.8 

In contrast, qualitative approaches either simply describe the impacts or, more 
commonly, categorise impact descriptions against objectives or criteria and use these to 
assess how options perform against these objectives or criteria so as to order options. 
This later approach is known as MCA. However, MCA can also incorporate more 
quantitative assessments against objectives and weight objectives in providing overall 
assessments. 

Regardless of the analytical tool that is selected, all analysis should apply the logic of cost-
benefit analysis (CBA) consistent with the decision criterion. This assesses the expected 
incremental costs against the expected incremental benefits. Doing so is essential to 
articulating and understanding what will drive whether or not an option should be 
recommended. 

                                                 
6  The Treasury’s Cost Benefit Analysis Primer provides further information on both of these in footnote 11 of page 8 

stating: “Cost Effectiveness Analysis (CEA) is similar to Cost Benefit Analysis except that it does not attempt to 
place a value on the major benefits of the proposal. Instead, CEA compares the costs of alternative ways of 
producing the same or similar outputs/benefits. It is often used to find the option that meets a predefined objective 
at a minimum cost. CUA is a variant of CEA that measures the relative effectiveness of alternative interventions in 
achieving two or more given objectives. Both CEA and CUA provide measures of the relative effectiveness of 
alternative interventions in achieving a given objective (or two in the case of CUA)...” 

7  For further information see: http://ipc.brookes.ac.uk/publications/pdf/Briefing_paper_-
_Combined_summaries_of_approaches_to_strategic_analysis_for_options_appraisal-v4.pdf  

8  For further information see: http://systemsci.org/wp-content/uploads/group-documents/3/1367894155-input-
outputanalysis.pdf or 
http://books.google.bg/books?id=nu0FAvNiFhYC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false  

http://ipc.brookes.ac.uk/publications/pdf/Briefing_paper_-_Combined_summaries_of_approaches_to_strategic_analysis_for_options_appraisal-v4.pdf
http://ipc.brookes.ac.uk/publications/pdf/Briefing_paper_-_Combined_summaries_of_approaches_to_strategic_analysis_for_options_appraisal-v4.pdf
http://systemsci.org/wp-content/uploads/group-documents/3/1367894155-input-outputanalysis.pdf
http://systemsci.org/wp-content/uploads/group-documents/3/1367894155-input-outputanalysis.pdf
http://books.google.bg/books?id=nu0FAvNiFhYC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false
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The Treasury has long held that CBA should be carried out on all regulatory proposals. 
However, this requirement appears to have created confusion about whether the kind of 
formal quantitative techniques described above are necessary. 

In our view, the logic of a CBA is essential and should always be carried out. However, 
while formal quantitative techniques are generally useful and should be applied where 
possible, they are not always the best approach. Some problems may lend themselves 
better to a qualitative approach like a qualitative MCA.9 Guidance on the factors to 
consider when selecting an analytical tool is provided Box 3.1. 

How should an analytical tool be selected? 

Our evaluation matrix focuses on ensuring that the analytical tool used is appropriate for 
assessing the options that have been identified. The appropriateness of the analytical tool 
requires: 

 An ability to assess options against objectives/the decision criterion. If 
the objectives described in the RIS have a quantitative focus (such as 
minimising compliance costs or increasing income levels), then the analytical 
tool should inform decision-makers about quantitative impacts. Conversely, if 
the objectives are hard to conceive of in quantitative terms (such as cultural 
value), then an appropriate analytical tool will allow a clear comparison of 
qualitative impacts. 

 Availability of required information. Some analytical tools are more 
information intensive than others. If an analytical tool relies on accurate 
information that does not exist, then the results are unlikely to inform good 
decisions.  

 A sense of being fit for purpose. Different analytical tools can also require a 
different level of resources in order to be properly implemented. Selecting an 
appropriate tool therefore requires the effort involved in applying the 
analytical tool to be proportional to the magnitude of the issue. 

Overall, an appropriate analytical tool (if well-implemented) will give decision-makers a 
clear assessment of whether the options analysed are in the net public interest (as 
established in the decision criterion). The choice of analytical tool will depend on the 
specific circumstances in each case, meaning that it is not possible to provide definitive 
guidance on when to use a given tool. However, Box 3.1 suggests a number of factors to 
consider when choosing the analytical tool appropriate for a given issue. 

 

                                                 
9  There are a number of sources of information on the steps involved and advantages and disadvantages of a formal 

quantitative CBA and MCA. For example, see: 
http://www.anzsog.edu.au/userfiles/files/News%20and%20events/-CostBenefitMCAAnalysis%20ppt.pdf or 
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs12544-012-0074-9  

http://www.anzsog.edu.au/userfiles/files/News%20and%20events/-CostBenefitMCAAnalysis%20ppt.pdf
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs12544-012-0074-9
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Box 3.1: Factors to Consider when Choosing an Analytical Tool 

Having specified the decision criteria and researched what information is available to assess 
different impacts, the following factors should help inform the choice of analytical tool: 

 Do the options involve significant value at stake (suggesting that a robust analysis is 
worthwhile)? 

 Are most impacts quantifiable (considering the full range of techniques available)?10 

 Can the effects on objectives can be quantifiably measured (this is the case for most 
RISs as a broad range of impacts can be quantified (for example, safety, 
environmental)? 

 Can the magnitude of impacts to different parties be treated equivalently? 

 

If the answer to these questions is “yes”, then a quantitative CBA is likely to be 
appropriate. Where this is not the case, a form of qualitative analysis may be more 
appropriate. Also, if there are policy “bottom-lines” or objectives that should be given 
higher weighting, then an MCA should be considered.  

 

What did we find when reviewing the sample RISs? 

All of the RISs that we reviewed used at least one analytical tool to assess the options. 
Most used a MCA to evaluate how each option performed against a set of criteria (often 
based on the objectives listed in the RIS). Several RISs used a quantitative CBA to 
compare options, although CBA was generally used in conjunction with MCA. 

The level of analysis required to implement the analytical tool was generally appropriate 
for the size of the issue involved, with larger problems using a more formal analytical 
framework with greater reliance on quantification. However, there were some exceptions.  

 One RIS used MCA to analyse options for regulating in an area that would 
directly affect a significant proportion of New Zealand’s population (more 
than 400,000 individuals)—with impacts on individuals, businesses and 
Government that are quantifiable. In that case, we expected a quantitative 
CBA to be used.  

 Another RIS presented the results of an externally commissioned quantitative 
CBA for a much smaller issue with estimated costs of less than $3 million. 
While commissioning a quantitative CBA may well be appropriate for larger 
issues, for this particular RIS it did not seem warranted. This is because the 
cost of commissioning the quantitative CBA would have been significant 
relative to the cost of the proposal and the information value provided did not 
significantly assist decision-makers (particularly given MCA was then used to 
inform a recommended option). 

Where both CBA and MCA were used in the same RIS, there was often no explanation 
of the relationship between the two analyses or which tool formed the basis for any 
recommendations made in the RIS. It generally appeared that the results of CBA were 
considered inadequate due to an inability to quantify all relevant factors; however this 
was not made explicit in the RIS. This risks leaving decision-makers confused about the 
merits of different options that are recommended by one analytical tool, but not another. 

                                                 
10  See the Treasury’s Costs Benefit Analysis Primer (Published at: 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/primer). 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/primer
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How can RIA be improved to select the best analytical tool? 

We found that only about a quarter of the options analyses we reviewed included a 
quantitative CBA. This suggests an important distinction in regulatory impact analysis 
between identifying and articulating the costs and benefits of different options (which all 
RISs should do), and completing a quantitative CBA.  

In our view, some of the core principles of CBA can be unhelpful for RIA if they are not 
well-understood. For example, the central objective of CBA is to proceed with a course 
of action when the benefits “to whomsoever they accrue are in excess of the estimated 
costs”.11 But (as noted above), the identity of beneficiaries and the distribution of impacts 
matters when making policy and regulatory decisions.  

Specify the decision criterion, quantify where possible and choose the best tool to 
inform the decision-maker 

To ensure that regulatory impact analysis properly identifies relevant costs and benefits, 
and makes use of appropriate tools, we recommend that: 

 All options analyses identify the costs and benefits that will make the options 
identified worth pursuing or discarding and use this to state the applicable 
decision criterion (based on the premise that the expected incremental benefits 
exceed the expected incremental costs). 

 A conscientious effort is made to quantify those costs and benefits that can be 
quantified, even when some material impacts cannot be quantified. Section 2.4 
of Treasury’s Cost Benefit Analysis Primer provides guidance on techniques 
that can be used to quantify costs and benefits.12 

This will allow decision-makers to judge whether non-quantifiable costs or 
benefits are likely to outweigh the factors that can be quantified. The most 
common example where this can be effective is when deciding whether 
uncertain benefits will outweigh implementation and compliance costs (this is 
discussed in terms of reframing analysis in the following section). By quantifying 
the likely costs of regulation, decision-makers can assess whether they are 
convinced that the benefits described are likely to outweigh those costs. 

 A quantitative CBA is used when the options analysis is suited to an overall 
assessment of net economic impacts. For example, this is the approach the 
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment used in its “Improving the 
system for managing earthquake-prone buildings” RIS where it noted that 
“Identifying a preferred option requires judgement about whether the 
expected benefits of the option are justified given the anticipated 
costs/risks”.13 

 An MCA is used when it will better inform the decision-maker. For example, 
where a quantitative CBA is not possible and an MCA would provide greater 
insight than a qualitative CBA in assessing the decision criterion or when 
particular objectives require greater weighting. Further factors to consider are 
provided in Box 3.1 though the choice will depend on the specific 
circumstances. 

                                                 
11  See: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1029/98WR01335/pdf  

12  See: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/primer  

13  See: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ism-aug13.pdf  

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1029/98WR01335/pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/primer
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ism-aug13.pdf
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In some instances CBA can be incorporated into an MCA. This may be useful when 
there are specific criteria that a solution needs to meet. These necessary conditions act as 
a first screen of the options, before assessing which option that achieves the given 
criteria has the highest net benefit (where this is consistent with the decision criterion).  

When more than one analytical tool is used, the RIS needs to clearly explain how the 
tools are used in combination and how the best option will be selected. Specifying the 
decision criterion will help. 

Get appropriate input from others at an early stage 

We suggest that appropriate resources should be applied given the nature of the issue. 
One of the first steps of a RIA is to define the problem, including assessing its scale and 
scope. When selecting and designing the analytical approach, this assessment together 
with an assessment of the objectives and options should help inform the specification of 
the decision criterion. It will also inform the level of resource to apply in ensuring the 
decision criterion is implemented accurately and appropriately based on sound analysis of 
the options. This includes whether to undertake formal quantitative methods and 
whether to seek input from other sources of expertise. 

Where possible, it would also be useful to discuss the specification of the decision 
criterion, and the choice and design of the proposed analytical tool with the review panel 
prior to undertaking the analysis itself. This will provide a test as to whether the 
proposed approach is the most appropriate given the nature of the issue, or whether the 
issue may warrant assistance from the review team or another source of expertise. 

We believe it is extremely important to the quality of the RIS that: 

 The options analysis specify the decision criterion  

 The choice of analytical tool is appropriate to help assess options against this 
criterion (given the nature of the issue and information available).  

This will be a key theme of our presentation to agencies. We also suggest RIAT 
emphasises this practice in its engagements with agencies. Further steps RIAT could 
consider would be to require agencies to report whether, or how, the decision criterion 
has been established and assessed in their Agency Disclosure Statements or in the 
associated Cabinet Papers. Alternatively RIAT could consider making this a specific 
requirement in order for a RIS to be judged as meeting expectations. 
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4 Evaluating Options  

Evaluating options should provide decision-makers with a clear understanding of the 
impacts of each option relative to other options, and the extent to which each option 
achieves the objectives/decision criterion listed in the RIS. A complete evaluation of 
options should also assess the relative impacts within each option. If a preferred option is 
recommended from the evaluation, the analysis should support this recommendation in a 
way that provides decision-makers with confidence that the evaluation process is robust.  

How do we expect options to be evaluated? 

We have identified three important elements to evaluating different options in a RIS: 

 The application of the chosen analytical tool is correct and appropriate. 
This includes technical aspects being properly applied, for example, using the 
appropriate discount rate to show all monetary values in present day terms or 
choosing the right appraisal period. For an evaluation to be correct and 
appropriate, the analytical tool should allow for a full appraisal of the parties 
being impacted.  

 The application is consistent across different options and therefore 
provides a sound basis for comparing different options. This means that all 
options should be assessed against consistent criteria and that impacts that 
apply to more than one option are clearly identified across those options.  

 An allowance for uncertainty of outcomes in the analysis. Options 
evaluation should highlight the major assumptions or judgements and how 
these impact the analysis. This is linked to the likelihood of particular impacts 
in that it relates to how such likelihood is accounted for in the analysis, for 
example, through a sensitivity analysis of results to certain factors. 

Below we first identify areas where the evaluation of options faced difficulties and then 
present guidance as to how these can be remedied.  

What did we find when reviewing the sample of RISs? 

Overall, we found that RISs generally applied analytical tools correctly and appropriately 
for the size of the issue. However, there were examples where the way the tool was 
specified detracted from the analysis. There were also a number of RISs where the 
preferred option was considered more favourably than alternatives. Very few RISs 
undertook any form of sensitivity or scenario analysis.     

The way approaches were specified detracted from a number of RISs  

The evaluation of options was in most cases done correctly and appropriately. Our 
review picked up issues which, had they been dealt with properly, would have 
strengthened this component of the evaluation. In general, however, these issues did not 
undermine this component overall.  

In some cases, the analytical tool used did not seem like the appropriate one for the 
analysis and this had a negative impact when applying the approach. For example, if a 
RIS used a qualitative MCA approach when a certain level of quantification was 
warranted, the full range of impacts were not adequately assessed. This meant that in 
applying the approach, the evaluation incorrectly left out relevant costs or benefits. 

In other cases, the application of the analytical approach also limited the coverage of 
impacts. For example, a couple of RISs assessed benefits against ‘issues and risks’ instead 
of costs. This meant that the analysis overlooked some of the costs borne by the parties. 
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Although identifying the issues and risks of the proposals was not inappropriate, this 
should have been additional to the cost analysis instead of taking its place.   

Preferred options are not always assessed consistently against alternative options 

There were a number of examples where the preferred option is considered in a lot more 
detail or in a preferential manner. Although it is logical that the recommended option be 
analysed more carefully, impacts that apply to more than one option should be treated 
the same across all options. For example, in some cases, risks and costs appeared to be 
under-emphasised for the preferred option relative to alternative options.  

Even if the preferred option were in fact the most suited proposal, an uneven 
consideration of risks and costs would not accurately inform the decision-maker of the 
relative impacts of the different options and may raise questions about the basis for the 
comparison. Greater focus on the preferred option risks weakening the analysis by 
appearing as if the decision has already been made and the alternative options simply 
being an afterthought. 

Few RISs formally analyse the sensitivity of results to particular factors 

The risks of different options are commonly acknowledged, but only a few RISs formally 
assess the sensitivity of results to particular uncertainties and assumptions. Many RISs 
explicitly identify risks, for example, by adding a ‘risks’ column to a table that evaluates 
costs and benefits. This suggests that agencies are aware of the need to highlight the risks 
inherent in particular options. However, only a small number of RISs that we reviewed 
took a step further by testing the results of the analysis, for example, through scenario or 
sensitivity analyses.  

A good example of an analysis that allows for uncertainty is provided by the Ministry of 
Transport’s vehicle licensing reform. In that case, significant uncertainty is identified due 
to two assumptions that contribute to over 75 percent of variability in results. The RIS 
shows how the impacts and results change under different scenarios (high, mid-point and 
low) where these two assumptions are varied. This example is shown in Figure 4.1. 

Figure 4.1: Example Where Impacts were Quantified and Scenarios Considered 

 

Source: Ministry of Transport “Vehicle Licensing Reform – Regulatory Impact Statement” (Published at: 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-vlr-
jan13.pdf)   

 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-msd-aala-sep13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-msd-aala-sep13.pdf
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How can RIA be improved to evaluate options? 

We suggest there are improvements that can be made in the use of evidence and clarity 
of assumptions. Similarly, the way the analysis is presented can help break down complex 
issues and focus the decision-maker on the key judgements.    

Evaluations should try to be factual and should be clear about the basis for, and 
sensitivity to, key assumptions 

By being fact-based and by being clear on the judgments and assumptions that underpin 
the analysis, the evaluation of options will avoid biases. The evaluation should also 
consider the assumptions the decision hinges on and, where relevant, how the analysis 
might change if different scenarios occurred.  

A good way of remaining fact-based is to quantify whatever is possible and to 
incorporate this into the analysis. In instances where not all the major or relevant impacts 
are quantifiable to a reasonable degree of certainty, it is still worth quantifying those 
impacts which can be measured. This provides some sense of a reality check to the 
analysis and can give an idea of the scale of the problem. It also helps assess relative 
impacts better by providing a notion of the effects of the proposal to the parties for 
which impacts can be quantified.  

The basis for quantified results should be made clear upfront, and noted in the ADS. 
Assumptions underlying figures and sources of information should be clear and the ADS 
should acknowledge where preferred methods have not been possible or impacts were 
not quantifiable, what has been done instead and the limitations to analysis. This will help 
provide context for decisions. The IRD RISs that we reviewed usefully summarised that 
such factors did not affect the analysis and that there would not be far-reaching impacts, 
as noted below:  

“There are no key gaps or dependencies, assumptions, significant constraints, caveats or 

uncertainties concerning the analysis”14 

and 

“None of the recommended options impair private property rights, reduce the incentives 

for business to innovate and invest, impose additional compliance costs, restrict market 

competition, or override fundamental common law principles.”15 

Similarly, many RISs acknowledge and explain the relevant sources of uncertainty, 
limitations and assumptions. These include: data and option limitations, analytical time 
constraints, and consultation limitations. Many also acknowledge where impacts were 
estimated and the basis for these estimations (for example, based on agency experience 
or information gathered during consultation).16  

Where the analysis is dependent on key assumptions, agencies should acknowledge this 
and note know sensitive the analysis is to changes in the key assumptions. This can be 
achieved by undertaking sensitivity or scenario analysis where appropriate. 

                                                 
14  Inland Revenue Department “Bad debt deductions for holders of debt” (Published at: 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-bdd-may13.pdf).  

15  Inland Revenue Department “Financial arrangements – agreements for the sale and purchase of property or 
services” (Published at: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-faa-
nov13.pdf).  

16  Examples where these issues were addressed include both MPI RISs, the MOJ “Civil Fees Review” RIS, MBIE’s 
“Pike River Implementation Plan” RIS, and MFE’s “Proposal for Marine Legislation Bill”. 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-bdd-may13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-faa-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-faa-nov13.pdf
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Present analysis in a way that best informs decisions 

RISs that address complex or multiple issues might be better off to break up the analysis 
to address different problems or themes separately. MPI does this well in its treatment of 
the options to amend the Animal Welfare Act 1999. The RIS lists 12 problems it seeks to 
respond to and analyses them individually in a clear and consistent way. 

The presentation of analysis in RISs should focus on informing the decision-maker on 
key judgements in meeting the decision criterion based on the evidence available, where 
the evidence base may justify reframing the question slightly. Reframing is a powerful 
tool that can help the analyst get clarity on what makes impacts of net benefit as well as 
the decision-maker. For example, if the costs of a safety measure can be calculated, it 
might be useful to show how many lives would need to be saved to justify the cost 
(sometimes called the break-even point where benefits equal costs, this provides useful 
basis for a decision). In the example discussed in Section 3, of the “Improving the system 
for managing earthquake-prone buildings” RIS, the analysis could usefully present the 
probability of a major earthquake in the next 10 years that would be required to justify 
the estimated cost of building strengthening. 



 

 18 

5 Recommending the Best Option 

A RIS does not need to explicitly select a preferred option, or recommend that a 
particular path be taken. However, decision-makers should be able to understand the 
trade-offs involved in different options and the consequences of any decision that they 
make. The advice contained in the RIS should therefore be based on clear evidence and 
well-informed judgements, making the context for decisions and any recommendations 
clear.  

How do we expect options to be selected and recommendations made? 

We expect that any option recommended to decision-makers will: 

 Logically follow from the analysis that has been undertaken, providing clear 
and convincing reasoning 

 Provide sufficient context to inform good decision-making and enable 
decision-makers to understand the consequences of pursuing a preferred path.  

What did we find when reviewing the sample of RISs? 

The vast majority of RISs we reviewed expressed a clear preference in terms of the 
option(s) recommended. However, recommendations were not always consistent with 
the analysis and the reasoning for recommendations was not always clear. There were 
only a small number of cases where the analysis did not appear to provide sufficient 
justification for the recommendations. Similarly, in certain cases greater context would 
have been helpful to inform the decision.     

Some RISs failed to properly explain why the chosen option was preferred 

The sample RISs generally recommended an option that was consistent with the 
underlying analysis. However, there were some examples where this was either not clear 
based on the analysis or where the recommended option was not consistent with the 
underlying analysis. While it is possible that additional factors lead the agencies to 
recommend options that were not consistent with the earlier analysis they provided, the 
basis for the recommendations was not always explained.  

Where more than one analytical tool was used, the basis for recommendations was not 
always clear. This was particularly the case when the results from the different tools 
conflicted. In such cases, it was not always explained why the results of a particular 
analytical tool was preferred. In several examples, the RIS presented the results of a 
quantitative CBA that suggested further regulation would not be justified. However, an 
MCA was also carried out that supported further regulation. In these examples, the 
conflicting results were not reconciled but a recommendation for further regulation was 
made. As a result, the decision-maker is left with a concern that the option may actually 
reduce welfare because the analysis has not clearly addressed this concern by explaining 
the analysis. 

IRD provided two good examples of clear reasoning for selecting an option in their “Bad 
debt deductions for holders of debt” and “Financial arrangements – agreements for the 
sale and purchase of property or services” RISs. The former indicated whether options 
met the specific objectives, identified other impacts and risks and both provided an 
assessment of the net impact and recommendation alongside the analysis. Similarly, the 
MBIE Financial Markets Conduct Regulations RIS provided a clear assessment of the net 
impact of each option, breaking down complex issues into themes.  
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A small number of RISs did not provide sufficient context or justification for the 
recommendations  

There were only a few cases where the recommendations were unconvincing because the 
analysis did not appear to provide sufficient justification. In these cases, this may be a 
result of the analysis having been done but difficulties in articulating the analysis or 
because of problems with the underlying analysis itself. This issue was too infrequent in 
our review to be able to judge which of these explanations is likely to be more common. 

There was greater variability in terms of whether sufficient context was provided to 
inform the decision-maker. Often the ADS provided useful background and context to 
the analysis (such as commenting on data limitations or key assumptions). For RISs that 
addressed more technical issues, we felt the RISs would benefit by providing a more 
detailed and less technical description of the problem and explaining the context 
surrounding the recommendations. An example where the recommendations provided 
an informative level of context was in the Ministry of Health’s Plain Packaging of 
Tobacco Products RIS. The recommendations first explain in a clear manner the 
background and why alternative options have not been selected and then provide 
supporting evidence for the preferred option, as shown on Figure 5.1.  

Figure 5.1: Example Where the Recommendations Provided Useful Context 

 

Source: Ministry of Health “Plain Packaging of Tobacco Products” (Published at: 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-moh-ppt-dec13.pdf) 

 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-vlr-jan13.pdf


 

 20 

How can RIA be improved to ensure the best option is selected? 

There are three specific recommendations to bear in mind when selecting options and 
making recommendations in a RIS: 

 Note the net impact for each option. The overall impacts of each option 
should be clearly indicated regardless of the analytical approach used and 
whether or not the option is recommended. If the preferred option is not 
consistent with this assessment of the net impact, then further explanation is 
required (for example, are addition factors relevant that have not been 
formally included in the analysis?) 

 Summarise why particular options are recommended. Recommended 
options will usually either have the greatest net benefit or best meet the 
criteria. However, the decision-maker needs to know what is driving your 
recommendation so that they can judge whether this is consistent with criteria 
they may have (for example, they might weight certain criteria differently or be 
more concerned with impacts to various parties and this is their prerogative). 
An example where the IRD provided clear and succinct reasons behind its 
recommendations is shown in Figure 5.2.17 

Figure 5.2: Example Where Reasons for Recommendations are Clearly 
Summarised 

 

Source: Inland Revenue Department “Bad debt deductions for holder of debt” (Published at: 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-bdd-may13.pdf)  

 

 Provide sufficient context to the decision-maker. Even though the person 
working on a RIS will likely be very familiar with the issue, this person should 
consider what information a non-expert would need to know to make an 
informed decision. Asking someone who is not working in the area to read the 
RIS can often be helpful in this respect to get an outside perspective. As well 
as background, RISs should include information on the assumptions or 
judgements the analysis relies on and on any limitations of the analysis (these 
should be clearly presented in the ADS as well). 

Agencies should also consult their review panels on the complete RIS following the 
selection of a recommended option(s). This provides a useful sense check drawing on the 
expertise of those with experience in RIA.  

  

                                                 
17  In this example, the assessment against criteria is consistent with the cost-benefit analysis. However, as discussed in 

Section 3, when the analytical framework is chosen, it should be clear how the analytical components contribute to 
the overall assessment (particularly when more than one analytical tool is used).  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-moss-oct13.pdf
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Appendix A: List of  Sample RISs 

Table A.1: List of Sample RISs that were Part of this Review 

Agency RIS Title Web link18 

MBIE Improving the System for Managing Earthquake-
Prone Buildings 

ris-mbie-ism-
aug13.pdf(232 KB) 

MBIE Proposal to Revise the Existing Minimum Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Heat 

ris-mbie-prh-

feb13.pdf(86 KB) 

MBIE Financial Markets Conduct Regulation ris-mbie-fmc-
jun13.pdf(481 KB) 

MBIE Restricted Areas of Statutory Work ris-mbie-rao-
nov13.pdf(98 KB) 

MBIE Responsible Lending and Changes to Consumer 
Credit Law 

ris-mbie-rccp-
apr13.pdf(1338 KB) 

MBIE Immigration Funding Review ris-mbie-ifr-
oct13.pdf(155 KB) 

MBIE Amendments to Part 6A of the Employment 
Relations Act 2000 

ris-mbie-eraa-
apr13.pdf(168 KB) 

MBIE Pike River Implementation Plan ris-mbie-pri-
dec13.pdf(364 KB) 

MOE Proposals to Improve the Performance of Industry 
Training  

ris-minedu-pti-
sep13.pdf(45 KB) 

MFE Emissions Trading Scheme Regulations ris-mfe-rck-
feb14.pdf(163 KB) 

MFE Proposal for Marine Legislation Bill ris-mfe-pro-
aug13.pdf(159 KB) 

MOH Plain Packaging of Tobacco Products ris-moh-ppt-
dec13.pdf(148 KB) 

IRD Bad Debt Deductions for Holders of Debt ris-ird-bdd-
may13.pdf(320 KB) 

IRD The Withholding Tax Treatment of Inflation-
Indexed Bonds 

ris-ird-ttiib-
nov13.pdf(349 KB) 

IRD Financial Arrangements–Agreements for the Sale 
and Purchase of Property or Services 

ris-ird-faa-
nov13.pdf(479 KB) 

DIA Better Local Government–Improving 
Development Contributions 

ris-dia-blgi-
nov13.pdf(400 KB) 

MOJ Civil Fees Review ris-justice-cfr-

                                                 
18 All published RISs are available at: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ism-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ism-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-prh-feb13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-prh-feb13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-fmc-jun13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-fmc-jun13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-rao-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-rao-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-rccp-apr13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-rccp-apr13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ifr-oct13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-ifr-oct13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-eraa-apr13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-eraa-apr13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-pri-dec13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mbie-pri-dec13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-minedu-pti-sep13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-minedu-pti-sep13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mfe-rck-feb14.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mfe-rck-feb14.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mfe-pro-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mfe-pro-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-moh-ppt-dec13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-moh-ppt-dec13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-bdd-may13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-bdd-may13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-ttiib-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-ttiib-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-faa-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-ird-faa-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-dia-blgi-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-dia-blgi-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-justice-cfr-may13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris
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may13.pdf(192 KB) 

MOJ Private Security Personnel and Private 
Investigators Act 2010–Regulations 

ris-justice-pimt-
aug13.pdf(93 KB) 

MOJ Enabling Service Transformation in Courts and 
Tribunals 

ris-justice-est-
nov13.pdf(92 KB) 

MPI Options to Amend the Animal Welfare Act 1999 ris-mpi-oawa-
may13.pdf(378 KB) 

MPI Recreational Bag Limits and Minimum Legal Size 
in the Auckland (East) Snapper (SNA 1) Fishery 

ris-mpi-rbl-
feb14.pdf(215 KB) 

MSD Vulnerable Children’s Bill: Additional 
Amendments to Legislation to Assist Children in 
Care 

ris-msd-aala-
sep13.pdf(64 KB) 

MSD Vulnerable Children's Bill: Joint Accountability 
and Shared Responsibility 

ris-msd-jas-
sep13.pdf(137 KB) 

MOT Vehicle Licensing Reform ris-transport-vlr-
jan13.pdf(858 KB) 

MOT Maritime Operator Safety System ris-transport-moss-
oct13.pdf(110 KB) 

 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-justice-pimt-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-justice-pimt-aug13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-justice-est-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-justice-est-nov13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mpi-oawa-may13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mpi-oawa-may13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mpi-rbl-feb14.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-mpi-rbl-feb14.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-msd-aala-sep13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-msd-aala-sep13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-msd-jas-sep13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-msd-jas-sep13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-vlr-jan13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-vlr-jan13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-moss-oct13.pdf
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris/pdfs/ris-transport-moss-oct13.pdf


 

 

 
 
T: +1 (202) 466-6790 
F: +1 (202) 466-6797 
1747 Pennsylvania Avenue 
NW 12th Floor 
WASHINGTON DC  20006 
United States of America  
 
T: +1 (646) 632-3770 
F: +1 (212) 682-0278 
200 Park Avenue Suite 1744 
NEW YORK NY  10166 
United States of America  
 
T: +61 (2) 9231 6862 
F: +61 (2) 9231 3847 
36 – 38 Young Street 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 
Australia 
 
T: +64 (4) 913 2800 
F: +64 (4) 913 2808 
Level 2, 88 The Terrace 
PO Box 10-225 
WELLINGTON 6143 
New Zealand  
 
T: +57 (1) 646 6626 
F: +57 (1) 646 6850 
Calle 100 No. 7-33 
Torre 1, Piso 14 
BOGOTÁ 
Colombia 
 
T: +33 (1) 45 27 24 55 
F: +33 (1) 45 20 17 69 
7 Rue Claude Chahu 
PARIS 75116  
France 
 
------------- www.castalia-advisors.com 

 


