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Establishing an Independent Fiscal 
Institution 
Your responses 

Please write your responses into the template following this introductory page. 

Please note: 

 You do not need to answer all sections – just the ones for which you have information or 
comments you would like to contribute. 

 Please submit your response to submissions.ifi@treasury.govt.nz by 5pm on 
Wednesday 24 October 2018.   

Thank you for your time and effort on making your submission. 

For further information 

Website: https://treasury.govt.nz/public-finance-system/establishing-independent-fiscal-institution   

Email: submissions.ifi@treasury.govt.nz 

Phone: +64 4 472 2733 

Submissions and the Official Information Act 1982 
Submissions received by the Treasury are subject to the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA).  
Please set out clearly with your submission if you have any objection to any information in 
the submission being released under the OIA.  In particular, clearly state which part(s) you 
consider we should withhold, and the reason(s) for doing so. 

The OIA sets out reasons for withholding information. Reasons could include that the 
information is commercially sensitive or that you wish us to withhold personal information, 
such as names or contact details. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer from your IT system 
is not a reason to withhold information. 

We will consider your objections when responding to requests under the OIA. 

Inclusion of names with published summary 
We will use any personal information you supply while making a submission only for matters 
covered by this document. Please clearly indicate in your submission if you do not want your 
name included in any summary of submissions that we may publish. 
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Your contact details 
For individuals 

Your name:  

 Indicate here if you do not wish your name to be included in 
any summary of submissions that we may publish. 

 

Email address: 

Phone number: 
 

For organisations 

Organisation name: Global Initiative for Fiscal Transparency 

Nature of your business:  

 Indicate here if you do not wish your name to be included in 
any summary of submissions that we may publish. 

 

Contact person name: Murray Petrie 

Position: Lead Technical Advisor 

Phone number:  

Email address: 
 

 

[1]

[1]
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Proposals and Questions for 
Submitters  
When you answer each proposal, please comment on whether you agree or disagree with it.  
Also provide reasons why you agree or disagree. 

1 Why establish an Independent Fiscal Institution (IFI)? 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

The key opportunities identified for improving New Zealand’s fiscal policy framework through 
establishing an Independent Fiscal Institution are for it to: 

 provide for independent evaluation and commentary on New Zealand’s fiscal policy 
performance 

 improve and support more effective parliamentary scrutiny of public finances and fiscal policy, 
and 

 provide for independent costings of political party policies to better inform public debate. 

 

What do you think? 

1.  What are the key opportunities for improving New Zealand’s fiscal policy framework 
through the establishment of an Independent Fiscal Institution? 

Response:  

All three of the above opportunities are important factors that warrant establishment of an IFI.  

Specific features of NZ’s constitutional arrangements, some of which are noted in the consultation 
document,include the following: 

 NZ’s Parliament is comprised of a single chamber, with no upper house as an additional check 
on the executive. 

 The ‘financial veto’ in Parliament’s Standing Orders greatly restricts Parliament’s authority to 
amend the budget and, in practice, Parliament does not amend the budget. This arguably 
affects the incentives of opposition MPs to engage in-depth with fiscal policy issues. 

 There is currently no source of ‘in-house’ independent expert advice to Parliament on fiscal 
policy. 

 The Finance and Expenditure Committee (FEC) of Parliament that is responsible for oversight 
of fiscal management is chaired by a member of the governing party (in contrast, say, to the 
United Kingdom Parliament’s Public Accounts Committee, which is chaired by a member of the 
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opposition, and in contrast to some other committees of NZ’s Parliament).  

 The FEC has not sought independent advice on fiscal policy in recent years, although there is 
funding available for it to retain external expertise and it has done so from time to time with 
respect to its oversight of monetary policy. 

 There have been few public submissions to the FEC on the Budget Policy Statement (BPS) for 
a number of years, and there is no provision for public submissions to the FEC on the annual 
budget, nor for submissions to Select Committees on the budgets of individual departments 
and agencies. The executive does not respond to the public submissions on the BPS, which 
discourages public engagement. 

In this context, a fourth key opportunity for an IFI to improve NZ’s fiscal policy framework is through 
its ability to promote greater public debate.  

As discussed further under 2 and 3 below, this opportunity goes well beyond just ‘supporting’ public 
debate through the publication of expert analysis and commentary. This is a core function and a 
necessary pre-condition to promoting public debate, but by itself expert reports may have little 
impact, especially given the combined effect of the contextual factors noted above. 

In this respect it is apposite that an internal Treasury paper in 2011 on Independent Fiscal Councils 
concluded that a key weakness in NZ is the shallowness of public debate about fiscal policy 
(‘Independent Fiscal Councils’, September 2011, released under the Official Information Act.) The 
paper made the following observations that remain true: there are no economic think tanks and few 
academics that regularly comment on fiscal policy; there is a lack of public understanding and 
support for less pro-cyclical fiscal policies; and the debate is much more open and sophisticated 
over monetary policy. 

Pro-cyclicality is a particular problem for fiscal policy, not specifically referred to in the consultation 
document. Political economy factors make it hard for governments to resist pressures to ramp up 
spending when the economy and government revenues are growing strongly and increased 
spending can be accommodated within continuing forecast surpluses (as illustrated by experience 
in the long expansion in the first decade of this century). Large spending increases at such times 
can amplify the economic cycle and bring forward and exacerbate the next economic downturn - 
effects which are not generally appreciated and which it often suits politicians to ignore. 
Independent expert macro-fiscal analysis and commentary - especially when it is successful in 
promoting discussion and debate in Parliament, amongst external experts, CSOs, the media, and 
the public - would help lean against short-termism and strengthen both the incentives and the 
capacity of elected officials to more effectively hold the executive to account for fiscal policy 
performance. 

Independent expert analysis and advice would also help to reduce the risk of ‘group-think’ in a small 
country with a small number of experts in government e.g. when picking turning points in the 
economic cycle - but again only if the independent advice actually promotes discussion and debate. 
Reports on their own, no matter how good they are technically, may have limited impact.  

In summary, these considerations justify the addition of ‘actively promoting public debate’ as a 
fourth key opportunity from establishing an IFI.    
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2 What is the purpose of the new IFI? 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

The suggested overarching purpose of the IFI is to: 

 “Enhance fiscal responsibility, accountability and transparency, support public debate, and 
strengthen Parliamentary scrutiny.” 

It can achieve this by: 

 “Providing Parliament and the public with independent and non-partisan analysis and 
assessment on fiscal policy, economic and fiscal forecasts, and the financial implications of 
political party policy proposals.” 

 

What do you think? 

2.  What should the overarching purpose of the new Independent Fiscal Institution be? 

Response: As argued in 1 above, rather than ‘support public debate’, a better way to express this 
would be ‘to promote better informed public debate’. This would enable the IFI to play a much more 
active role, as described under 3a below; and to mitigate one of the biggest risks that an IFI would 
face in the NZ context - that of irrelevance (see 4b below on challenges facing a NZ IFI). 
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3 What roles and functions should the IFI undertake? 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

The key functions proposed for the new IFI are to: 

 provide financial costings of political party policies, including election manifestos, and any 
costings requested when government is formed 

 comment on and assess compliance with the Government’s fiscal strategy and fiscal targets  

 comment on the Treasury’s economic and fiscal forecasts 

 comment on long-term fiscal sustainability and key fiscal risks, and 

 produce relevant and related commentary on fiscal and budgetary matters. 

 

What do you think? 

3.a  What should be the functions (and roles) for the new Independent Fiscal Institution? 

Response: 

All of the above are key functions of an IFI. 

And two additional functions are recommended: 

1) Actively promote public debate and deliberation (as discussed under 1 and 2 above). 
The consultation document refers to an IFI helping to improve public debate on fiscal policy. This is 
also the wording in the OECD Budget Transparency Toolkit. In both cases, the implicit assumption 
seems to be that public debate will improve just by publication and presentation of technical reports 
and the communication of those reports to the media.  

There are many activities that an IFI can perform to actively promote public debate, that go beyond 
publishing reports and having a communications function. Many IFIs do many of these things at 
present - as noted below. It is interesting to note that the external review of the UK Office of Budget 
Responsibility (OBR) noted that OBR products ‘lend themselves to additional analysis by third 
parties.’ This is an important means by which the outputs of an IFI can be leveraged. 

Activities to pro-actively promote public debate include: 
- Specific efforts to make its reports and analysis accessible to non-experts through the use 

of non-technical summaries, visualizations, graphics, inter-actives (e.g. the Belgium IFI, the 
US Congressional Budget Office (CBO), the UK OBR). The US CBO is using an interactive 
structure tool to help increase understanding around defence budgets 
(https://www.cbo.gov/publication/54351 and further interactive infographics 
https://www.cbo.gov/interactives) and also sharing slides and presentation information 
on Linkedin (https://www.slideshare.net/cbo).   

- Producing citizen-friendly publications (Slovak Republic, the UK OBR, which has published 
a ‘brief guide’ to the public finances for non-experts) 
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- Publishing its reports and data in open data format (e.g. the Slovak Republic IFI). 
- Writing blogs (as recently introduced by the US CBO, and the Slovak Republic IFI; the UK 

OBR occasionally uses external blog sites for summaries of recent research). 
- Using social media to get messages across (many IFIs).  
- Communicating using podcasts (e.g. in the US the CBO recently launched a podcast 

(https://www.cbo.gov/publication/54509)  
- Engaging directly with journalists or other media actors (most IFIs, although to varying 

extents, the Swedish Fiscal Council makes frequent media comments). 
- Allowing technical staff to interact directly with outside parties and the media (e.g. the 

Netherlands IFI, and UK OBR). 
- Engaging in televised or on-line debates with government experts or legislative 

committees (e.g. the US CBO has begun to record testimonies by its staff in Congressional 
committees and posting them on its web site). 

- Publishing technical explanatory material on how published data sets can be used for 
analysis (e.g. the UK OBR published material on how its comprehensive historical forecast 
database can be used).  

- Publishing working papers (e.g. Mexico’s IFI, which also publishes a Journal of Public 
Finance). 

- Engaging directly with academics and other external fiscal policy experts (e.g. UK OBR has 
an external advisory panel).  

- Engaging directly with civil society organisations (e.g. the OBR in the UK). 
- Organising periodic technical workshops with Treasury officials and external experts to 

discuss forecasting issues. 
- Organizing workshops on selected topics in public finance (e.g. the Korean and Austrian 

IFIs). 
- Collaborating with non-government institutions (e.g. the IFIs in Canada and Spain, the 

latter including staff exchanges). 
- Holding focus group discussions with members of the public on selected topics 
- Inviting submissions or contributions from the general public (e.g. OBR reports in the UK 

invite views to a feedback email account in the Foreword to all publications). 
- Publishing discussion documents and inviting submissions from experts and/or the general 

public. 
- Writing material aimed at school or university curricula (e.g. the UK OBR’s guide to the 

public finances was tested with school and university economics stakeholders). 
 

2) Undertake a periodic assessment of, and report to Parliament on the adequacy and quality of the 
information on the public finances provided to Parliament and the public. Principle 7.1 of the OECD 
Principles for IFIs states that promoting transparency in public finances is a key goal of IFIs. It is 
perhaps surprising therefore that the OECD Principles do not put forward a role for IFIs themselves 
to assess the adequacy of fiscal transparency. In general, no domestic institution or entity is 
charged with this function. International organizations may do so from time to time on invitation of 
the government. For example, the IMF has since 1999 conducted assessments of fiscal 
transparency in its member countries against its fiscal transparency code, on the invitation of 
government and with publication only after approval by government. The IMF has not been asked 
by the NZ government to conduct such an assessment in NZ. The Treasury conducted a self-
assessment against the 1998 IMF Code some 15 or so years ago, which was posted briefly on its 
web site before being taken down. Civil society in NZ has published assessments of fiscal 
transparency against the IMF Code and other international standards, such as the two-yearly Open 
Budget Surveys. (Note that, contrary to what is stated in the consultation document, the Open 
Budget Survey is conducted every two years (not annually), and NZ was first equal on the 2017 
Open Budget Index (with South Africa), not first). But civil society assessments do not have the 
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salience and potential impact that an assessment by an IFI would have, including the likelihood of 
promoting parliamentary and wider public discussion and the need for an official response from the 
government.  

NZ standards and expectations, and International standards are continually evolving in this area -  
for instance, the publication of regular statements on NZ’s Long Term Fiscal Position starting in 
2006, the publication of the first Investment Statement in 2010, the publication of an Annual 
Portfolio Report on the performance of government-owned enterprises, and amendments to the 
Public Finance Act (PFA) that, inter alia, mandated greater transparency around the government’s 
tax policy strategy. 

It is worth noting also that NZ’s reporting of fiscal risks is not as comprehensive as that stipulated by 
the IMF’s 2014 Fiscal Transparency Code (Pillar III of which applies to fiscal risks). For instance, NZ 
does not in general disclose implicit fiscal risks i.e. risks where there is no explicit legal obligation or 
policy commitment to provide fiscal support should a contingency eventuate but nevertheless where 
there is likely to be pressure on government to provide fiscal support e.g. potential exposures of 
central government arising from natural disasters that exceed its explicit obligations, or exposures 
from the failure of financial institutions or of an SOE. The IMF Code stipulates the publication of a 
comprehensive Statement of Fiscal Risks (practice 3.1.2). 

Looking ahead, the interface between fiscal policy and climate change, and the increasing focus on 
the social and environmental impacts of fiscal policies, point to further evolution in expectations and 
requirements for fiscal transparency in budgets and reporting. (Note for instance that Principle 4 of 
the GIFT High Level Principles of Fiscal Transparency, Participation and Accountability stipulate 
that governments should endeavour to assess and disclose the anticipated and actual social, 
economic and environmental outcomes of fiscal policies.) The current government consultation on 
incorporating a well-being approach in the PFA seems likely to require the presentation of new 
information and new types of analysis in budgets and fiscal reports. It may be desirable to assess 
what implications this has for the activities of an IFI over the next few years, and amend the IFI 
legislation as desirable, rather than try to incorporate this in legislation at the outset. 

It is worth noting, in fact, that IFIs did not specifically feature in the IMF’s first Fiscal Transparency 
Code in 1998 (which stipulated only that independent experts should be invited to review the 
government’s forecasts), and did not feature at all in the 2002 OECD Best Practices for Budget 
Transparency.  

The evolving nature of fiscal transparency standards supports the case that a NZ IFI be tasked with 
conducting an assessment of fiscal transparency in NZ from time to time and raising any concerns 
as and when they arise. 

 

 
3.b  Are there any institutional design factors that should be considered to allow additional 

functions to be added to the Independent Fiscal Institution in the future? 

Response: 

It would be worth considering including in the legislation a requirement for an initial review of 
operations after five years, including an independent external review, to assess how the IFI is 
operating, and to specifically consider and make recommendations for any adjustments to the IFI’s 
mandate (see 6.a. below).  
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3.1 Provide financial costings of political party policies, 
including election manifestos, and any costings 
requested when a government is formed 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

Key features of the proposed function to cost political parties’ policies are that: 

 The IFI can cost a political party’s policy once it receives a request from that political party.  So 
the IFI can action that request, the policy party must deliver to it a policy with a high level of 
detail.  

 During a pre-election period, a political party will also be able to get the IFI to assess the total 
fiscal impact of its election manifesto. 

 The IFI would not cost Government policies. 

 A framework, including specific criteria and thresholds, needs to be developed to ration and 
prioritise costing requests across parties in an equitable way. 

 The IFI will use its best professional judgement to provide a comprehensive costing that is an 
estimate of the fiscal impact of a policy (expenditure and revenue impacts).  Where appropriate, 
this will include the direct behavioural impacts resulting from the proposal. 

 Broader economic impacts could be included or commented on when those impacts are 
substantial (for example, impacts on GDP or CPI).  The IFI would not assess wider impacts of 
the policy (such as impacts on wellbeing or on the environment), if these do not give rise to 
fiscal impacts. 

 The IFI will need to develop a framework for producing policy costings that sets out how it will 
approach different types of fiscal impacts and the level of confidence that is required to 
incorporate these impacts into a costing. 

 If a costing has been completed, and the policy publicly announced, then the costing should be 
made public to support transparency (either by the political party or the IFI).  

 If the political party has not announced the costed policy, then the IFI could not release that 
costing unless the party agreed. 

 During the negotiations to form a government, political parties can request the IFI to cost 
specific policies.  The State Services Commissioner would continue to have a role in 
coordinating other requests for information that are not for financial costings. 
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What do you think? 

3.1.a  Do you agree with the key features for how the new Independent Fiscal Institution 
should undertake costings of political party policies? 

Response:  

 

 

 
3.1.b  What options are available for the allocation and rationing of access by political 

parties to the new Independent Fiscal Institution for policy costings? 

Response: 

 

 

 

 



 

Establishing an Independent Fiscal Institution – Submission Form   |   13 

 

3.2 Comment on and assess compliance with the 
Government’s fiscal strategy and fiscal targets 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

Key features of the proposed function to comment on and assess compliance with the 
Government’s fiscal strategy and fiscal targets are that: 

 The IFI would be required to comment on the Government’s yearly Budget Policy Statement 
(BPS) and Fiscal Strategy Report (FSR).  In particular, the IFI would assess whether the 
Government has appropriately met its obligations under the Public Finance Act (PFA). 

 The IFI would achieve this by assessing whether or not the Government is pursuing its policy 
objectives in accordance with the PFA principles of responsible fiscal management. 

 As part of this assessment, the IFI would also assess whether the Government is on track to 
meet (or has achieved) its short-term fiscal intentions, long-term fiscal objectives, and/or any 
other fiscal target the Government has set itself. 

 The IFI would conduct ex-post assessments, including after the release of the annual audited 
Financial Statements of the Government.  

 The IFI can request the Government clarify its interpretation of its fiscal strategy.  

 The IFI should release its commentary on assessing the Government’s fiscal strategy twice a 
year.  This should occur at the same time, or shortly after, the Government releases its yearly 
BPS and FSR.  

 To achieve such a coordinated release, the IFI would require embargoed access to these 
documents before they are released.  To fulfil its assessment role, the IFI would also need 
access to the Treasury’s economic and fiscal forecasts. 

 

What do you think? 

3.2  Do you agree with the key features for how the new Independent Fiscal Institution 
should comment on and assess compliance with the Government’s fiscal strategy and 
fiscal targets? 

Response:  

It is worth considering authorizing the IFI to assess and to comment on the technical merits of the 
indicators the government has selected to specify its fiscal policy objectives. For example, whether 
measuring fiscal sustainability or fiscal prudence is best achieved by using a net debt target or a net 
worth target. This is not necessarily suggesting the IFI should be authorized to comment on the 
numerical target itself (I.e. whether a net debt target should be x% or y% of GDP), but to comment 
on the technical merits of the indicators selected to measure the government’s achievement of its 
announced fiscal policy objectives.   
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3.3 Comment on the Treasury’s economic and fiscal 
forecasts 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

Key features of the proposed function to comment on the Treasury’s economic and fiscal forecasts 
are that: 

 The IFI would comment on the reasonableness of the key judgements and assumptions 
underpinning the economic and fiscal forecasts produced by the Treasury. 

 The IFI should release its commentary on the Treasury’s economic and fiscal forecasts at the 
same time, or soon after, the forecasts are released publicly. 

 To achieve such a coordinated release, the IFI would require embargoed access to a 
preliminary forecast, details of the costings of measures, the final forecast, and enough time to 
scrutinise them. 

 The IFI would be able to have sessions to question Treasury officials about the forecasts. 

 

What do you think? 

3.3  Do you agree with the key features for how the new Independent Fiscal Institution 
should comment on the Treasury’s economic and fiscal forecasts? 

Response: 

With respect to commenting on the Treasury’s economic and fiscal forecasts it would be worth 
adding ‘and on the proposed fiscal stance’ to ensure attention is routinely paid to this core element 
of macro-fiscal management (as per the comments under 1 above). 

There is also merit in the IFI being specifically authorized to conduct regular ex post assessments of 
the accuracy of Treasury macroeconomic and fiscal forecasts compared to out-turns, with 
identification and quantification of the main factors explaining the variances. The Treasury’s 
forecasts should also be regularly compared to other available forecasts e.g. the macroeconomic 
forecasts of the RBNZ and the IMF, the tax revenue forecasts produced by IRD. This is a function 
performed for example by the Irish Fiscal Advisory Council. 

It is also worth considering specifying that the IFI should have full and direct access to Treasury 
models and data, and direct access to officials at the technical level for technical interactions. 

The consultation document suggests that: ‘The IFI would be able to have sessions to question 
Treasury officials about the forecasts.’ Ideally these would be interactions in the public domain, after 
the government’s forecasts and IFI assessment have been published, to promote better informed 
public debate as well as to promote the accountability both of Treasury officials and the IFI. 
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3.4 Comment on long-term fiscal sustainability and key 
fiscal risks 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

Expanding on the proposed IFI functions to assess and comment on fiscal strategy (3.2) and the 
Treasury’s forecasts (3.3), key features of the proposed function to comment on long-term fiscal 
sustainability and fiscal risks are that: 

 The IFI would be required to comment on long-term fiscal sustainability as part of its role in 
assessing the Government’s long-term fiscal objectives.  This would include testing the 
reasonableness of the Government’s 10-year fiscal projections. 

 Beyond that, the IFI could comment on trends in fiscal sustainability and fiscal risks, building on 
its role in commenting on the Treasury’s economic and fiscal forecasts.  This could include 
commenting on the Treasury’s Long Term Fiscal Statement and Investment Statement, and 
the risk chapters in the Treasury’s Economic and Fiscal Updates. 

 

What do you think? 

3.4  Do you agree with the key features for how the new Independent Fiscal Institution 
should comment on long-term fiscal sustainability and fiscal risks? 

Response: 

See comments under 3.a above about fiscal risk reporting, and under 3.2 on the selection of 
indicators. 

The IFI should also be authorized to comment on any government long-term reports with 
economic or fiscal implications, such as any periodic national risk assessments that may 
be published in future. 
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3.5 Producing relevant and related commentary on fiscal 
and budgetary matters 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

It is proposed that the IFI will be able to produce related research on fiscal and budgetary matters, 
but that this research should not go beyond positive analysis. The specific nature of the research 
and analysis that can be produced will be developed further. 

 

What do you think? 

3.5  Do you agree that the new Independent Fiscal Institution should be able to 
produce other relevant research on fiscal and budgetary matters? 

Response: 

Yes. OECD Principle 3.2 of Principles for IFIs states that IFIs should have the scope to produce 
reports and analysis at their own initiative, provided that these are consistent with their mandate. 

Enabling the IFI to produce other relevant research would leverage the country’s investment in this 
new infrastructure. The expected marginal cost of using the information and expertise available to 
an IFI, to produce other reports as issues arise and capacity allows during less busy periods of the 
annual budget cycle and the three-yearly electoral cycle, would seem likely be low compared to the 
benefits. 
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4 What are some of the key success factors and 
challenges facing the establishment of the IFI? 

 

What do you think? 

4.a  What factors do you consider make Independent Fiscal Institutions successful? 

Response: Its reports receive attention.  

Being non-partisan 

Having resources to match its mandate 

 
4.b  What challenges do you consider will impact the establishment of a successful 

Independent Fiscal Institution in New Zealand? 

Response: 

In the NZ context there is a risk of no-one paying much attention to the IFI’s reports. They may be 
seen as just more turgid technical reports that the public does not understand, members of 
parliament lack the expertise to use, and the media lacks sufficient capacity to engage with and 
translate into material the average citizen can understand. This is especially the case when there 
has not been any particular demand for an IFI arising from lack of confidence in the quality of 
Treasury’s macroeconomic or fiscal forecasts (as was the case, for example, in the UK, and which 
lead to the OBR being assigned the role of actually producing the government’s official forecasts). 
In NZ the Treasury has technical independence under the PFA to produce its forecasts using its 
best professional judgement. 

In addition, NZ’s fiscal framework does not include quantitative fiscal rules, which tend to sharpen 
the public focus on the accuracy and integrity of the government’s forecasts given the stronger 
incentives for creative accounting to comply with quantitative rules. The contextual factors 
discussed in 1 above will similarly challenge an IFI in NZ.  

This risk of irrelevance or of very limited impact reinforces the need to add ‘promote public debate” 
a purpose and a function of the IFI (as noted under 2 and 3a above). There may be some perceived 
risk in going beyond ‘letting the reports speak for themselves’, a position adopted by some IFIs. 
However, there appears to be a move towards more active promotion of external debate by a 
number of IFIs. Given the potential value of this - particularly in the NZ context - the risk from 
adopting a narrow technical approach of letting the reports speak for themselves is the greater risk. 
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5 What institutional form should the IFI take? 

Proposal to consider and comment on 

The Government is yet to form a view on the appropriate institutional form for the IFI.  A number of 
potential institutional models could work in the New Zealand context.  These models are outlined in 
the table below. 

Who is the new IFI 
accountable to? 

Existing institutions New institutions 

EXECUTIVE Part of the Treasury New Department 

New Statutory Crown Entity (from least 
to most independent: Crown Agent, 
Autonomous Crown Entity, or 
Independent Crown Entity) 

PARLIAMENT Part of the Controller and Auditor-General 

Part of the Office of the Clerk 

Part of the Parliamentary Service  

New “legislative” branch department 

New Officer of Parliament 

   
 

What do you think? 

5.a  Given the proposed mandate and functions, who do you think the new Independent Fiscal 
Institution would be doing a job for and, therefore, who should it be accountable to? 

Response: 

Given the problem definition put forward in 1 above, a new legislative body would seem more likely 
to strengthen Parliamentary oversight. 

If it was an executive body, it would need to be seen to be, and to be fully independent of the 
Minister of Finance, the cabinet and the Treasury. Therefore, an Independent Crown Entity would 
seem preferable. 

 

 

 
5.b  Do you think a new Independent Fiscal Institution is required, or can some, or all, of 

the proposed functions be performed effectively by an existing institution? 

Response: 

Given the core requirements for institutional independence from the government of the day, 
technical capacity and non-partisanship, it does not appear that any existing institution could fulfil 
the required functions. 
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5.c  What level of independence from Ministers do you think is required to achieve the new 
Independent Fiscal Institution’s proposed mandate and functions? 

Response: 

Full independence is required. Treasury already has statutory independence to use its best 
professional judgment. Anything less than full technical independence for a new IFI would not seem 
likely to add sufficient value to warrant the cost. 

 

5.d  Do you have a preferred institutional model for the new Independent Fiscal Institution? 

Response: 
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6 Do you have any other feedback? 
 

What do you think? 

6.a  Are there any issues not discussed in this document that you would like to bring to the 
Government’s attention at this stage? 

Response: 

The consultation document does not discuss the need for periodic external review of the 
performance of the IFI - along the lines of Principle 9.1 of the OECD Principles for IFIs. 

A provision should be considered for periodic external review, but on a low-cost model e.g. after the 
first 5 years of operation (as suggested under 3b above), and thereafter every 10 years. This could 
be achieved in a cost-effective way, for example by inviting external review by another established 
IFI, or by, say, three independent NZ and international experts. The IFI should also participate 
actively in international networks such as the OECD Parliamentary Budget Offices network and 
seek peer review as appropriate on selected issues. 

 

 

 

 
6.b  What submissions would you like to make on those issues? 

Response: 
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