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1 Introduction 

Castalia was engaged by the Treasury to evaluate the quality of a sample of 65 Regulatory 
Impact Statements (RISs) that were submitted to Cabinet between 1 January 2012 and 
31 December 2012. The main objectives of this review are to:  

 Evaluate whether government agencies are meeting the expectations set for 
preparing high quality RISs 

 Comment on the regulatory impact analysis carried out by government 
agencies to help improve their ability to prepare high quality RISs 

 Compare differences in the agencies’ view of RIS quality and our independent 
assessment of RIS quality  

 Help the Treasury provide effective guidance to government agencies when 
preparing RISs. 

This is the fifth independent review of the quality of RISs, and follows earlier reviews 
completed in 2008, 2009, and 2011 by the New Zealand Institute of Economic Research 
(NZIER) and in 2012 by Castalia.1 Each review has assessed the RISs against 
expectations provided by the Regulatory Impact Analysis Handbook.2 

This report summarises the main themes emerging from the 2013 RIS review. This 
report is structured as follows:  

 Section 2 describes our approach to evaluating the RISs 

 Section 3 presents a summary of the main findings of this review. We look at 
the overall quality of all 65 RISs, as well as highlighting the differences 
between Castalia’s assessment and the internal assessment by either the agency 
(60  RISs) or RIAT (5 RISs). 

 Sections 4 to 8 present our main findings for each component of a RIS: the 
problem definition, objectives, options analysis, implementation and 
monitoring, and consultation. This section provides an overview for the entire 
sample of 65 RISs that we reviewed in 2013. 

 Section 9 comments on the Agency Disclosure Statements that accompany the 
65 RISs that we reviewed, and  

 Section 10 compares our assessment of RIS quality against the agencies’ 
internal assessment of RIS quality, and provides suggestions on how agencies 
could make their internal quality assurance processes more robust. This 
section focuses on the 60 RISs that were reviewed by agencies. 

                                                
1  Previous reviews can be found at http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/riareview/ 

2  The Regulatory Impact Analysis Handbook can be accessed at 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/impactanalysis/ria-handbk-nov09.pdf  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/riareview/
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/impactanalysis/ria-handbk-nov09.pdf
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2 Overview of  Approach 

Our evaluation of the 65 RISs was completed using the guidance material3 and the quality 
assurance (QA) criteria contained in the Treasury’s Regulatory Impact Analysis 
Handbook (“the Handbook”). The Handbook was published in November 2009, and is 
available to RIS authors and QA providers. The Handbook is also available on the 
Treasury’s website. Basing our evaluation on information provided in the Handbook 
ensures that each RIS is evaluated against known expectations.  

The attributes of a high quality RIS (the “4Cs”)  

The Handbook sets out QA criteria that focus on four attributes of a high quality RIS. 
The criteria aim to ascertain whether:  

 The information presented in the RIS is complete  

 The RIS presents sufficient evidence and analysis to be convincing  

 The material presented in the RIS is organised and communicated in a clear 
and concise manner, and 

 Interested stakeholders have been consulted. 

While each attribute contributes to the overall quality of the RIS, the requirement for the 
RIS to be clear and concise is given less importance than presenting material that is 
complete, convincing, and reflects adequate consultation. In our evaluation, this means 
that a RIS will generally be assessed as meeting the QA criteria even if the RIS could 
have been clearer in its description of the issues or options, or could have presented the 
relevant information more concisely.  

The extent to which a RIS demonstrates these attributes also needs to be assessed in 
proportion to the scale of the problem identified, and the likely impacts of the options 
evaluated. Relatively minor proposals and “in principle” decisions are not expected to 
demonstrate a detailed level of analysis in order to meet the QA criteria. In contrast, 
proposals that have large economic, social, or environmental impacts are expected to 
conduct detailed analysis of the problem and present convincing alternatives for 
addressing the problem while achieving broader policy objectives.  

There are no strict boundaries between the attributes of a high quality RIS  

While separately considering each of the four attributes of a high quality RIS described 
above, we acknowledge that the attributes overlap and are somewhat interdependent. 
The interdependencies between the four attributes inevitably create a degree of 
subjectivity in identifying the problem areas within a RIS. For instance, a RIS that fails to 
communicate material clearly and concisely may risk appearing incomplete, 
unconvincing, and poorly consulted. Similarly, the ability of a RIS to be convincing is 
likely to be compromised if the material presented is incomplete.  

 

The four components of the RIS  

To maintain a structured approach to our evaluations, we disaggregated each RIS into 
four main components, and separately assessed each component of the RIS against the 
four attributes described above.  

                                                
3 The Independent Quality Assurance of Regulatory Impact: Guidance for Agencies can be accessed at 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/iqaris  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/iqaris
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The four components of the RIS used in this evaluation are:  

 Status quo and problem definition. This component should provide all 
relevant background information needed for the reader to understand the 
current situation. It should identify a clear problem, and describe the nature 
and scale of the problem.  

 Objectives. This component should describe what the Government wants to 
achieve by considering this issue (the desired outcomes from the review).  

 Options analysis. This component should identify and describe feasible ways 
to solve the problem, and should analyse the strengths/benefits and 
weaknesses/costs of each option against the objectives.  

 Implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and review. This component 
should describe the steps that will follow Cabinet decisions, such as how any 
changes will be implemented, whether there are any risks to implementation, 
and how affected parties will be informed of changes.  

Separately analysing each component of a RIS allows us to provide targeted suggestions 
on how the 4Cs could be better applied at different points in the RIS. For example, this 
approach allows us to identify if the problem definition is complete and convincing, but 
the options presented for resolving the clearly identified problem are incomplete. 

Developing and applying a RIS evaluation matrix  

This evaluation approach results in the 4x4 matrix shown in Table 2.1. This matrix is the 
same as the matrix used in our 2012 review, and translates the expectations of a high 
quality RIS presented in the Handbook into a series of focused questions to be answered 
for each component of a RIS. Consultation tends to cover material contained across all 
components of a RIS, and is therefore presented as a single area for evaluation.  

We use the matrix to evaluate each RIS, assessing whether each component meets, 
partially meets, or does not meet the attributes described in the QA criteria. 
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Table 2.1: RIS Evaluation Matrix 

QA Criteria 
Status Quo and Problem 

Definition  
(Section 4) 

Objectives  
(Section 5) 

Options Analysis  
(Section 6) 

Implementation and Monitoring, 
Evaluation and Review 

 (Section 7) 

Complete 

Is a problem identified and 
explained? 

 Describe the key features of the 
current situation (including any 
existing legislation, regulations, and 
relevant features of the market). 

 Explain relevant decisions that 
have already been made. 

 Identify the problem, and describe 
the costs and benefits under the 
status quo (i.e. the outcomes 
expected without intervention). 

Do the objectives describe 
the desired outcome?  

 Identify relevant policy 
objectives in addition to the 
purpose of the RIS.   

 State whether any 
constraints exists, such as 
time or budget 

Are all possible options identified 
and described? 

 Identify the full range of practical 
options (regulatory and non-
regulatory) that may wholly or partly 
achieve the objectives.  

 Within any regulatory options, 
identify the full (viable) range of 
regulatory responses, including the 
range of settings that could be 
adopted 

Is an implementation path identified 
and explained? 

 Summarise how the preferred option(s) 
will be given effect, including timing, 
communication, transitional 
arrangements, and any enforcement 
strategies.  

 Outline plans for monitoring and 
evaluating the preferred option, 
including performance indicators and 
how the necessary data will be collected 

Convincing 

Does the problem need to be 
addressed? 

 Describe the scope of the problem 
and its impacts. 

 Identify the root cause of the 
problem (not just the symptoms). 

 Demonstrate the scale of the 
problem using empirical or 
anecdotal evidence. 

Will the objectives identify 
the best option? 

 Identify any potential trade-
offs between the objectives. 

 Explain the Government’s 
desired outcomes in the 
context of the problem, 
while ensuring specificity 
does not unduly limit the 
range of options. 

Has the best option been selected? 

 Evaluate the options against the 
objectives, ensuring the analysis is 
commensurate with the size and 
complexity of the problem, the 
magnitude of the impacts, and risks. 

 Identify costs and benefits under 
preferred option(s) for stakeholders. 

 Compare options against consistent 
criteria. 

Is the implementation path realistic? 

 Identify any implementation risks, and 
describe how these risks will be 
mitigated. 

 Describe how the proposal would 
interact with, or impact on, existing 
regulation—including scope to reduce or 
remove any existing regulations. 

 Explain how the monitoring and 
evaluation process will identify if any 
additional changes are needed. 

Clear & 
Concise 

Is the problem clearly described? 

 Explain the problem in the context 
of the status quo. 

 Use tables and subheadings where 
appropriate. 

Is it clear how the objectives 
will be applied? 

Clearly identify hierarchy and 
any relationships between the 
objectives. 

Is the analysis of options presented 
consistently? 

Summarise and present the outcome of 
the options analysis in a consistent 
format. 

Are the implications clear for affected 
parties? 

The information is presented in a clear way 
for affected parties to understand any 
resulting implications.  

Consultation 
(Section 8) 

 Explain who has been consulted and what form the consultation has taken. Summarise key feedback received, with emphasis on any significant concerns raised 
about the preferred option, and how the proposal has been altered to address these concerns 

 If there was limited or no consultation undertaken, state the reasons why. 

Assessment Key: Does not meet criteria Partially meets criteria Meets criteria 
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Determining an overall score for each RIS 

After evaluating the individual components within a RIS, we score its overall quality—
whether it meets, partially meets, or does not meet the QA criteria as a whole. The 
scoring is clearly influenced by how the RIS performs on the individual components 
assessed in the matrix. If a RIS performed poorly across any of the four key components 
of the RIS (status quo/ problem, objectives, options analysis, or implementation / 
monitoring), then it would be unlikely to meet the QA criteria overall. Similarly, if a RIS 
performed poorly across one of the key attributes of a good RIS (complete, convincing, 
clear, consulted), it would be unlikely to meet the QA criteria overall.  

However, we have not mechanically used our evaluation of the individual components of 
the RIS (for example by adding up the number of boxes in the matrix where the RIS was 
inadequate). Instead, we based our overall score for each RIS on whether the RIS fulfils 
its core objectives of allowing:  

 Cabinet to make well-informed decisions, and  

 External parties to understand how any proposed changes would affect their 
interests.  

Again, this approach involves a certain amount of subjectivity and professional judgment. 
But importantly, this approach stands back from the individual assessment of each 
attribute and component of the RIS to evaluate its ability to fulfil its primary purpose as a 
decision making and communication tool.  

Agency Disclosure Statements 

This year, we have explicitly commented on the Agency Disclosure Statements (ADSs) 
that are provided at the front of each RIS. The purpose of this review is to provide a 
systematic assessment of whether ADSs are being appropriately used and serving their 
intended goals. In particular, we asked the following questions when assessing the ADS: 

 Does the ADS identify all risks or deficiencies in the analysis that affects all 
options considered in the RIS? 

 Does the ADS identify all assumptions that have had a material impact on the 
analysis presented in the RIS? 

 Does the ADS present unnecessary information so that it reads as an 
executive summary? 

In each RIS evaluation we presented our comments on the ADS above the evaluation 
matrix.  

Our approach to quality assurance  

Every RIS in the 2013 review was evaluated by at least two Castalia staff members—one 
analyst and one senior staff member. Each person read the RIS and recorded initial 
scores in the evaluation matrix. The two team members then discussed how each 
component of the RIS scored against each of the QA criteria. This discussion allowed 
the team to test any different interpretations of the material presented in the RIS, and to 
reach a consensus on how well the RIS scored when compared to other RISs evaluated 
in this review. The analyst and senior staff member would then determine an overall 
score for the RIS.  

Once we had independently assessed the quality of the RIS, we compared our assessment 
to the agencies’ internal quality assessment. Where the Cabinet Papers provided 
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comments from the internal QA review, we also assessed whether we agreed with those 
comments.  

Where our independent assessment of the RIS differed from the internal QA assessment, 
we tried to identify the specific reasons for this difference to ensure that our assessments 
were well justified. To provide an additional level of quality assurance, we asked a third 
Castalia staff member to review any RISs where we judged the RIS:  

 Better than the government QA review process 

 Significantly worse (moving from “meets” to “does not meet” assessment against 
the QA criteria), or 

 Differently (either better or worse) than the RIAT review team. 

As described in the next section of this report, we assessed almost half of the RISs that 
we reviewed differently to the internal QA review. Section 10 explores reasons for these 
differences, highlighting common weakness that we picked up on in our review that may 
have been missed in the internal QA review.  
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3 Summary of  Findings 

This section provides an overview of the results of this review, and compares the results 
with the findings of previous independent reviews of the quality of RISs.  

RIS quality in 2013 

Of the 65 RISs Castalia reviewed, only 24 were deemed to meet the Quality Assurance 
Criteria (see Figure 3.1). The most common score was “partially meets” criteria, with 31 
out of 65 RISs receiving this score. 10 RISs were judged to not meet the criteria, as they 
did not fulfil the core purpose of a RIS to inform decision makers and stakeholders 
about the policy options.  

Sections 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of this report explore some of the most common problems with 
the 65 RISs we reviewed that can lead to a RIS to partially meeting or not meeting the 
quality assurance criteria. 

Figure 3.1: Castalia Judged Just over One Third of the 65 RISs to Meet the Criteria 

 

 
Quality Assurance in 2013  

All RIS undergo an internal quality assurance process before they are sent to Cabinet. For 
most RISs, this internal quality assurance is undertaken by the government agency that 
developed the RIS. For a small number of RISs that have significant impacts, the RIS will 
be reviewed by the Regulatory Impact Analysis Team (RIAT) team at Treasury. Of the 65 
RISs that were subject to this year’s review, five were reviewed for quality by RIAT, and 
the remainder were reviewed by the government agency.  

Figure 3.2 compares our final assessments of the RISs that were reviewed by RIAT to 
the RIAT assessment. RIAT generally becomes involved in the quality assurance process 
for regulatory proposals that have significant impacts or effects on New Zealand society, 
the economy, or the environment, or if significant policy and implementation risks have 
been identified. We marked two RISs differently to RIAT. These were both marked 
down from “partially meets” the QA criteria to “does not meet” the QA criteria. One 
possible cause of the difference between Castalia’s assessment and RIAT’s assessments is 
that RIAT assists agencies to improve RISs, whereas Castalia only sees the final 
document. RIAT can thus observe changes in a RIS over the period of assistance, and is 
likely to want to reward improvements.    
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Figure 3.2: Comparison of 2013 Quality Assurance Scores—RIAT (5 RISs) 

 

 
Figure 3.3 presents a comparison overview of our final assessments with the internal QA 
assessments conducted by the agencies. In general, Castalia judged a greater number of 
RISs failed to meet or only partially met the quality assurance criteria than the agencies 
did.  

Figure 3.3: Comparison of 2013 Quality Assurance Scores—Agencies (60 RISs) 

 

 
Section 10 of this report explores the differences between Castalia’s assessment and 
agency assessments for the 60 RISs reviewed by agencies.  

Improving RIS quality over the past five years of independent review 

Figure 3.4 shows the proportion of RISs that met, partially met, and did not meet the 
QA criteria in each of the past five years of independent reviews according to the 
judgements made by independent reviewers. There has been little change between 2012 
and 2013 in the proportion of RISs (including those assessed by agencies and those 
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assessed by RIAT) that Castalia has judged to meet, partially meet and not meet the QA 
criteria: 

 Meets criteria: 37 percent in 2013 compared to 36 percent in 2012 

 Partially meets criteria: 48 percent in 2013 compared to 50 percent in 2012 

 Does not meet criteria: 15 percent in 2013 compared to 14 percent in 2012 

Figure 3.4: Previous RIS Quality Assurance Scores (Independent Reviewer) 

 

Source: RIS Evaluation Reports (NZIER 2008, 2009, 2011, and Castalia, 2012). In the first two reviews, 
different terminology was used. We have converted the assessments into the categories used 
consistently from 2010: “meets/partially meets/does not meet”. 

 
Convergence in Quality Assurance assessments over the past three years 

Despite the lack of change in the percentage of RISs judged by independent assessors to 
meet criteria, there has been some convergence between the judgements of independent 
assessors and the judgements by agency QA panels (excluding RISs reviewed by RIAT). 
Figure 3.5 shows that the proportion of RISs where Castalia gave the same assessment as 
agencies has increased from 33 percent in 2012 to 52 percent in 2013. This is 
encouraging: the results of internal quality assurance process are converging on the 
results from independent assessors.  

Figure 3.5: Quality Standards are Converging 
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4 Status Quo and Problem Definition 

A well-defined status quo and problem definition section lays a solid platform for all of 
the other sections in a RIS. In contrast, a weak description of the status quo and problem 
definition often permeates throughout the rest of the RIS, and leaves the reader 
constantly asking what any proposed change actually seeks to achieve. Without a clearly 
defined and assessed status quo it is very hard to understand what changes the RIS is 
proposing, and whether any changes proposed are appropriate.  

In the 2013 review, we found that the main problem with the status quo and problem 
definition sections related to convincingness and clarity, as shown in Figure 4.1. 
Although most of the RISs that we reviewed identified and explained a problem, a 
smaller proportion convinced us that the problem needed to be addressed. Only 14 (out 
of 65) RISs meet the QA criteria for all three attributes for their status quo and problem 
definition.  

Figure 4.1: Overview of Status Quo and Problem Definition Evaluations (65 RISs) 

 

 
The subsections below describe the key weaknesses found in many RIS problem 
definitions, which helps to explain our evaluations. We then highlight how the problems 
defined in some RISs were strengthened by using alternative sources of information. 

Lack of evidence provided to identify scale 

It is important for RISs to clearly define the scale of the problem(s) for which legislative 
or regulatory changes are being considered. Approximately half the RISs in the 2012 
review were found not to provide an adequate sense of the scale of the problem, and this 
weakness has not been addressed in the RISs reviewed this year.  As a result, many RISs 
failed to provide a convincing argument for changing the status quo or failed to provide a 
clear sense of what scale of change should be considered in the options analysis. We 
found that most RISs either provided  

 No information at all on the scale of the problem, or 

 Vague descriptions of the scale of the problem with little or no quantification. 

Providing information on the scale of the problem helps the RIS to inform Cabinet 
Ministers about the need for action. Agencies are often very close to the subject matter, 
and therefore need to step back and consider what information a non-expert would need 
to understand the scale of the problem. For example, RISs may have identified that all 
customers of a particular system, or all residents in an area will be affected, without 
providing statistics or estimates of the customer numbers using that system, or the 
population of that area.  
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Clearly defining the scale of the problem helps to convince the reader that the options 
considered later in the regulatory impact analysis are proportionate. It is particularly 
helpful for RISs to identify upfront how broad or far reaching any possible change 
should be. For example, does the problem require substantial legislative change 
(amendments to the principles or key parts of the Act), or are only minor amendments 
required to improve clarity for stakeholders?  

Explaining the scale of the problem becomes particularly important when more than one 
issue is presented in the RIS. Agencies should explicitly describe the different scale of 
each issue presented. If this is not done well, readers will reasonably assume that each 
issue is of equal importance and therefore requires a similar type of response.  

As noted in the 2012 review, we found that many RISs did not include useful 
information that was provided in the relevant Cabinet Paper. Although this problem 
most commonly occurred for information relevant to the status quo and problem 
definition, we also found examples where information on other RIS components (such as 
the options analysis) was only included in the Cabinet Paper. This is not appropriate 
because the RIS should be able to be read as a standalone document, without the need to 
refer to the Cabinet Paper. Indeed, in many cases interested stakeholders outside of 
Cabinet may not have access to the Cabinet Paper, but are still expected to be able to 
understand the problem and analysis of options to address that problem.  

Multi-stage policy decisions require further clarification 

The policy and regulatory decisions that are recorded in RISs seldom take place in 
isolation. It is common for several RISs to be submitted to Cabinet at different stages of 
a policy decision making processes. For example, the first RIS might seek approval in 
principle to develop a particular type of policy, a second RIS might address the specific 
design features of that policy, and a third RIS might be required to determine fees and 
charges for administering the policy.  

In cases where the RIS follows a previous policy decision, we found that the status quo 
and problem definition sections are often not clearly explained. The status quo and 
problem definition section should clearly identify what decisions have already been made, 
and any decisions that will be made after the current one. This helps to clarify what 
decisions are within, and outside, the scope of the current RIS. This is a problem that we 
identified in our 2012 review, which has not improved in the RISs reviewed this year.  

The types of problems that require careful clarification of the decision-making process 
include: 

 Previous legislation that provides the option for regulations to be created, 
without which the Act will not be effective 

 Previous policy or regulatory decisions that require changes to regulations to 
implement or enforce that decision 

 An overarching policy or regulation that needs further design of the specific 
features of that policy or regulation, and 

 A political agreement (for example a Confidence and Supply Agreement). 

In each of these situations, agencies can struggle to clearly or completely present the 
status quo or problem definition. RISs need to explicitly identify the decision making 
process that the RIS relates to. This includes all relevant previous decisions, the decisions 
being considered by the RIS, and any decisions yet to be made. If this process is clearly 
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defined, it is much easier to see the scale of the problem considered in the RIS, and to 
judge whether the analysis in later sections is commensurate with that scale. 

Limited acknowledgement of international treaties and agreements 

A common omission in the status quo and problem definition section was the 
identification of any relevant international treaties or agreements. Many RISs also did not 
identify how important these treaties or agreements were to the problem considered. 
Often these agreements and their interaction with the preferred option were only 
presented in the Cabinet Papers.  

We also found that the RISs that did identify treaties or agreements did not clearly 
explain the consequences of not complying with the treaties. In some cases, there may be 
few repercussions for not complying. However, non-compliance with other agreements 
might result in significant consequences, such as a WTO dispute. Agencies should be 
realistic about these consequences. For example, several RISs that we reviewed claimed 
that not complying with non-binding international guidance would have serious industry 
consequences, but provided no evidence of the likely impacts.  

Excellent use of alternative information 

When direct information on the problem is unavailable, alternative information sources 
can help to provide context to the status quo and problem definition. In a few cases, 
RISs made excellent use of alternative information sources, which generally helped to 
create a much more compelling problem definition. There were three main types of 
alternative information that were used very effectively: anecdotal evidence, international 
experience, and worked case studies. 

Anecdotal evidence 

Presenting anecdotal examples can help to illustrate the problem where more complete 
data are unavailable. Anecdotes also help to illustrate the variety of cases that may be 
affected in the status quo, or by any of the options presented. A good example of 
anecdotal evidence is provided by the example RIS below. The RIS presents a series of 
examples that illustrate one of the problems in the RIS, the details of which were 
obtained through consultation. 

“Contorta pine is a serious environmental weed that because of its prolific seeding 

requires the same area to be cleared every three years – currently by hand-cutting. It is 

well known that 2,4-D does a very good control job at a low cost. However, to date no 

company with the capability of providing the data for registration has added this use to 

a label, due to an absence of data protection…” 

“A New Zealand company developed a product for controlling whitefly in glasshouse 

tomatoes. The formulation contained an active ingredient first registered over 10 years 

ago for control of fleas on cats and dogs. The previous animal health registration 

prevented any data protection being granted to the efficacy and residue information that 

the company generated to obtain the registration for its new product. After less than 

eight months of registration, a generic competitor was approved.” 

Each of the scenarios described helps to convince the reader that a problem exists, in 
addition to creating a stronger understanding of the possible impacts of the options 
considered in the RIS.  

International evidence or comparisons 

International data can provide evidence to compare with New Zealand (to understand 
the relative size of the problem), or can be presented as a proxy for the scale of the New 
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Zealand problem when domestic data is unavailable. This was done well by the Ministry 
for Primary Industries in its RIS addressing the addition of folic acid to bread by 
explicitly stating that “New Zealand does not collect reliable data on NTD-affected pregnancies that 
result in a termination, so it has been assumed that New Zealand has a similar rate as Australia.”4 
The relevant data was then presented in a summary table. This RIS also drew on 
international evidence from a variety of other countries when analysing possible options. 

Worked case studies 

A few RISs illustrated problems by providing stylised examples or case studies when 
detailed information was not available or was confidential (and therefore could not be 
included in a public document). This technique can also be effective for analysing the 
possible impacts of the options analysis. A good example of this is found in the Inland 
Revenue Department RIS that considers the impact of lease inducement payments.  

Figure 4.2: Example of a Good Worked Case Study 

 

Source: Inland Revenue Department, “The taxation of lease inducement payments” (Published at 
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris) 

 
This case study was then presented again at the end of the RIS to illustrate how the tax 
treatment would change if the preferred option was introduced.  

                                                
4 Ministry for Primary Industries, “Fortification of Bread with Folic Acid” (this, and all other published RISs evaluated 

in this report, are available online at: http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris)  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris
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5 Objectives 

Outcome-focused objectives provide the basis for identifying the best option to address 
the problem, without unduly restricting the range of options considered. This year we 
found that many RISs missed important objectives that would help to identify solutions. 
As illustrated in Figure 5.1, most RISs scored relatively well in terms of convincingness. 
This is because we only assessed the convincingness of the objectives that were 
presented, which ensured that we did not mark a RIS down twice for missing objectives 
that would help convince the reader that the best option would be chosen. 

Figure 5.1: Overview of Objectives Evaluations (65 RISs) 

 

 
Objectives not well-identified 

We often found that RISs had not explicitly identified all the objectives, or applied them in 
the options analysis section. As a result there often appeared to be a disconnection 
between the objectives and the criteria for assessing the options. Most RISs generally fell 
into one of the following three categories 

 Objectives were missed—In these cases, the RISs did not identify relevant 
objectives and the options analysis was carried out against an incomplete set 
of objectives. This made it difficult for the options analysis to be convincing, 
and generally resulted in a lower quality RIS 

 Objectives were not identified, but were implicitly used in the options 
analysis—Often a RIS would fail to define all relevant objectives in the 
objectives section, but would then go on to assess the options against a full set 
of relevant objectives. Because objectives have not been missed altogether, we 
generally only marked these RISs as not meeting the criteria against the clear 
and concise attribute in the objectives section 

 Objectives were identified, but not used in the options analysis—In 
these cases the RISs used new assessment criteria or objectives that were not 
identified in the objectives section. When this occurred, we marked the RIS 
down in the options analysis section 

 Objectives were too narrow and specified the solution—Some RISs 
identified objectives that pre-justified the preferred solution. Objectives that 
are too narrow can effectively eliminate options that may be able to solve the 
problem and generate the desired outcome. As a result it is not convincing 
that the objectives will ensure that the best option is chosen. 
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Last year, we observed that a fifth of all RISs failed to include the higher level, policy, 
statutory or regulatory objectives. This year we found that most RISs had significantly 
improved in this respect. However, this year many RISs failed to identify outcome-
focused objectives specific to the problem definition. Tailored objectives are crucial to 
provide the specific, operationalized criteria for assessing whether the options will 
achieve the desired final outcome. At the same time, the objectives should avoid being 
too narrow or focused on the method of achieving the desired outcome. This often 
restricts the options analysis and pre-justifies a particular option.  

To prevent using objectives that are either too broad, or too narrow, we suggest that 
agencies test the sensibility of the objectives. One way to do this is to ask the following 
questions: 

 Are there any unintended consequences resulting from the options that should 
be mitigated through the objectives? (If so, the objectives are likely to be too 
broad)  

 Are there any ridiculous options that technically meet all the objectives? (If so, 
the objectives are likely to be too broad), and  

 Do the objectives allow consideration of all plausible alternatives? (If not, the 
objectives are too narrow). 

  Are all objectives, even those that may be taken for granted, explicitly stated? 

In addition to the primary and secondary objectives, RISs should also consider whether 
compliance with international treaties or agreements is part of the desired outcome. In 
many cases where an international agreement is relevant to the RIS, the agreement was 
excluded from the objectives. Even in cases where treaties are non-binding, and not a 
major consideration, a statement to clarify this interaction would be helpful, for example: 
“This RIS also has the objective of complying with the [name of treaty], provided all other required 
objectives are met”.  

Good objectives should clearly identify trade-offs and relative weightings 

In many cases, agencies will identify objectives that conflict with each other. This is 
natural and generally provides a healthy tension between competing interests. Many RISs 
included trade-offs in their objectives, but very few explicitly identified these trade-offs. 
Even fewer RISs described how any trade-offs would impact on the options analysis, or 
whether competing objectives were equally important. This reduces confidence in the 
agency understanding of how the trade-offs can impact the selection of the preferred 
option. 

Agencies should be explicit in the weighting of all objectives, not just those that conflict. 
It is very helpful when RISs explicitly treat some objectives as having greater importance 
than others. When this hierarchy is not clearly identified, most readers will assume that all 
objectives carry equal weight. In fact, many RISs that did not explain the weight of 
different objectives appeared to give some objectives much greater weight than others in 
the options analysis.  

Little acknowledgement of the combined effect of regulation 

The practical impact of regulation on the economy has been reinforced through the 
Treasury’s recent “Regulatory System Report 2013: Guidance for Departments”.5 This 
report, through its description of Regulatory Stewardship, highlights the importance of 
good administration of regulations (that is implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and 
                                                
5  This report can be found at http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/systemreport  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/systemreport


 

 16 

maintenance), in addition to the design of the regulations, to achieve the full stream of 
net benefits over time.  

We found that very few RISs recognised the wider purpose of ‘better regulation’ to 
facilitate economic growth and provide positive incentives to businesses to innovate and 
invest. Many RISs either quoted the government statement on regulation, or simply 
stated that the analysis and the proposed changes comply with the government statement 
on regulation. Very few RISs listed specific objectives that would limit the potential 
regulatory burden from the options assessed in the RIS, or that recognised the potential 
cumulative effects of regulation. In some cases, we found the objectives section to be 
incomplete because no objectives were included to promote business innovation and 
investment, encourage wider economic growth, or to remove unnecessary regulatory 
burdens. 
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6 Options Analysis 

The options analysis section of the RIS needs to consider all feasible options to resolve 
any identified problems, and should provide a clear and convincing evaluation of the 
options to support a recommendation to Cabinet. To ensure that the evaluation is 
convincing, RISs should identify the costs, benefits and risks associated with each option, 
which implicitly requires analysing each option against the outcome-focused objectives. 
In a few cases, it can be more appropriate to narrow down the initial set of options, and 
provide a comprehensive evaluation for the more limited set. This year, more than a 
quarter of the RISs reviewed failed to convince us that the best option was 
recommended (see Figure 6.1). We also found that many RISs (predominantly those that 
considered multi-stage policy decisions) did not consider all the possible options to 
address the problem.  

Figure 6.1: Options Analysis Summary (65 RISs) 

 

 
The link between qualitative and quantitative assessment is not well understood 

This year the RISs in our sample focussed on qualitative assessment rather than 
quantitative assessment. While qualitative assessment, such as multi-criteria analysis 
(MCA), is a valuable component of the analysis, this should not exclude the use of 
quantitative information where it is available. Very few agencies tried to quantitatively 
estimate even some of the impacts of the proposed options. It appeared that some 
agencies did not want to use the Cost-Benefit-Analysis (CBA) framework without 
detailed data to complete a CBA model. However, the CBA framework can still provide 
a very useful structure to systematically analyse the options, which helps to convince the 
reader that the preferred option is better than any of the alternatives.  

The weak analysis of the economic impacts of the options is one of the findings from 
our 2012 review. As a result, we directed agencies to the Treasury’s Cost Benefit Analysis 
Primer.6 We still consider that this is a useful document for agencies to draw on.  

Another theme highlighted in the 2012 review was that summary tables provide an 
effective way to highlight the relative strengths and weaknesses of different options. The 
best tables summarise how each option measures up against the objectives as well as 
setting out the costs, benefits, and risks of each option. We also presented a possible 
template to help agencies who may not have used them before. This year, very few RISs 
presented their findings in summary tables, and some of those that did appeared to be 
confused about the link between MCA (or analysing options against objectives) and cost, 
benefit and risk analysis.  

                                                
6  The Primer is available 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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Limited options considered for multi-stage decisions 

As identified in Section 4, RISs often consider options for policy decisions within 
multiple stages of decision, such as how to design or implement specific elements of a 
broad policy that has already received Cabinet approval. Last year, we found considerable 
confusion over what exactly needed to be analysed in these circumstances. In contrast, 
this year RISs often presented and analysed only one option in addition to the status quo. 
As a result, these RISs read as a statement of what actions are planned, rather than an 
analysis of the possible actions that could be taken to achieve the objectives of the over-
arching policy. To avoid the RIS reading as a statement of actions planned, the RIS 
should clearly identify the full range of options that were initially considered, and then 
briefly explain how they were narrowed down to the limited set of options that is 
analysed in more detail against the objectives. 

Consistent structures are powerful  

Consistency in the approach to analysing the options is powerful and increases 
convincingness. It was good to see that the RISs this year tended to be more consistent 
in analysing options against their objectives or consistent criteria than in the 2012 review.  

However, most RISs that analysed more than one issue struggled to provide a clear and 
consistent structure. For RISs that consider a range of different issues, a consistent 
structure is particularly important (regardless of the type of analytical framework used). 
RISs with multiple issues should be clear on whether they are using the same set of 
criteria for assessing options across all issues, or applying a customised set of evaluation 
criteria for each issue. We found several cases where RISs stated high-level objectives 
that applied across all issues, but then only analysed the options against specific criteria, 
ignoring how the options measure up against the higher level objectives presented in the 
RIS.  

Even if a consistent structure is adopted, the options analysis itself needs to be internally 
consistent. This year we found that many RISs presented an uneven analysis that 
appeared to favour the selection of a particular option. This bias occurred in two ways. 
Firstly, some RISs present very detailed analysis of the preferred option, while only 
providing a cursory description of other options. In some cases alternative options are 
dismissed altogether, with little justification. While the RIS handbook recognises that 
more effort should go towards analysing the preferred option, this should be supported 
with appropriate analysis of the second most preferred option. Overall the reader should 
see sufficient analysis to be convinced that the preferred option really is better.  

Secondly, in some cases all benefits of the preferred option will be listed, while the same 
benefits will be missing from the assessment of alternative options when they clearly also 
apply. This makes the preferred option appear better, even though a complete analysis 
might suggest otherwise. This bias in the analysis makes it unconvincing that the 
alternative options have been given due consideration. 

External reports and analysis can increase convincingness 

Several agencies have drawn on external reports to support the analysis of options. When 
done well, this approach can help to make the analysis significantly more convincing. 
Agencies drew on previously conducted studies with directly relevant or comparative 
data (for example, reports by the law commission, the privacy commissioner, or external 
consultants), or hired consultants to conduct a tailored cost-benefit analysis of the 
proposed options.  

However, the use of external reports must be executed well to be effective. We found a 
few cases where the external reports were referred to, but no illustrative evidence was 
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provided. As a result, the reference to the external report raised more questions than 
answers. Additionally, a few agencies drew on useful reports that were prepared overseas 
and attempted to replicate the studies in the New Zealand context. While this is an 
excellent initiative, the examples we came across did not execute the analysis to the same 
level of detail, and therefore provided less convincing results.  

Caution on the use of appendices 

Appendices can help to strengthen the RIS by providing additional information to 
improve the convincingness of the options analysis, while allowing the body of the RIS 
to remain clear and concise. We found several RISs that made good use of appendices to 
present the specific changes to the text of the Act or Regulation in question. As a result, 
it was much easier to identify the changes from the status quo as a result of the options 
considered. The best examples provided tracked changes, or direct comparisons between 
the current and the proposed text.  

However, when appendices are not used effectively they can also weaken the RIS. We 
found that some agencies included too much information in appendices, making it hard 
to identify what information was important and what was supplementary. For example, 
tables that summarise the results of options analysis should be contained in the body of 
the RIS, rather than relegated to an appendix. In addition, a few RISs contained 
appendices that did not explain whether the content provided related to the status quo or 
one of the options considered in the analysis. 
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7 Implementation and Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Review 

Describing a clear implementation path and a strong framework for monitoring the 
proposed option is essential to understanding whether the problem identified in the RIS 
is likely to be solved as a result of the proposed change. We found that most RISs 
presented very concise implementation and monitoring, evaluation and review sections. 
However, many of those RISs failed to convince us that the implementation path was 
realistic or would succeed. As a result, many RISs fail to provide a useful basis for 
communicating policy decisions with affected stakeholders. Figure 7.1 illustrates that the 
main problems were in relation to the completeness and convincingness of the RIS. 

Figure 7.1: Implementation, Monitoring, Evaluation and Review Summary (65 
RISs) 

 

 
The level of detail required in the implementation, and the monitoring and evaluation 
sections can depend on the type of change (regulatory, non-regulatory, or legislative), and 
at what stage the change is in the policy development process. In general, this 
component was either completed very well or very poorly. The good RISs were often 
concise and covered the essential elements of the implementation plan, risks, and 
monitoring and evaluation.  

In this section we present our findings from the major weaknesses found in the RIS 
descriptions of implementation, monitoring and evaluation. These key weaknesses tend 
to explain why we evaluated almost half the RISs as being incomplete or unconvincing. 
To contrast with these, we present examples from some RISs that illustrate how the 
implementation, and the monitoring and evaluation sections can be done well.  

7.1 Implementation 

There is a wide variety of practical implementation issues that should be considered in 
this section of a RIS. While some issues may not be relevant for every type of regulatory 
change, the key aspects we evaluated included: 

 Implementation risks, and how to deal with the risks 

 Fiscal impact of the preferred option 

 Any issues with the timing of the implementation of the preferred option, 
including transition periods, and 

 Notification to stakeholders. 
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Little consideration of the financial impact of the preferred option 

Almost every option considered (regulatory or non-regulatory) will have a financial cost. 
It is important to consider the financial impact on the agency and all stakeholders in the 
implementation section. However, we found that the largest omission in the 
implementation and monitoring and evaluation section was the analysis of the financial 
impact of the preferred option. This was a much greater omission than last year.  

In our review last year, most RISs stated that the costs will be covered from ‘existing 
baselines’. This makes the preferred option appear costless, and does not identify that 
every option has an opportunity cost (that is, other activities or projects that would have 
otherwise used that portion of the budget). While many departments continued to state 
that costs will be covered by existing baselines, this year we found that a larger portion of 
the RISs had no mention at all of the financial impact of the preferred option.  

Some RISs found it useful to analyse the relative fiscal costs of the options in the options 
analysis section. This is a key component of costs that needs to be fully evaluated. There 
were some cases where we marked the RIS down for clarity, because although the 
information was included in the analysis, it was unclear how the total fiscal cost would 
affect implementation, such as how the option would be financed.  

Common implementation weaknesses 

We found several key weaknesses in the implementation section that lowered our 
assessments of completeness and convincingness. Each of these weaknesses was also 
identified in our 2012 review. The RISs often had:  

 Poor identification of risks—Many RISs identify risks in their options 
analysis. It is important, however, to explicitly summarise these risks when 
considering the implementation of the preferred option. Clearly identifying the 
risks improves the convincingness of the entire section by helping to establish 
what needs to the monitored and evaluated, and what needs to be notified to 
stakeholders. 

Ideally, all key risks should be identified, and the implementation section 
should identify how the risk will be mitigated through the implementation 
actions. This was done well in a RIS that was prepared by the Ministry of 
Justice, which stated: “The risk of making unintended changes or creating a perception 
that unintended changes have been made can be mitigated by allowing adequate time for 
public consultation through the select committee process”7 

 No enforcement strategy—Very few RISs clearly outlined a reasonable 
strategy to enforce the preferred option. While many RISs may only need a 
very light-handed approach to enforcement, other RISs need to consider how 
to provide the appropriate incentives for affected stakeholders to comply with 
the preferred change. One RIS, for example considered how enforcement 
officers will be properly trained to effectively and fairly enforce the 
regulations. This is illustrated in Figure 7.2. This RIS also identified how it 
would monitor and evaluated the performance of the smoke-free officers. 

                                                
7 Ministry of Justice, “Privacy Act Reform” (Published at 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris)  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris
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Figure 7.2: Example of Enforcement in the Implementation Section 

 

Source: Ministry of Health, “Better Retail Controls on Tobacco: Regulations to implement reforms 
arising from the Smoke-Free Environments (Controls and Enforcement) Amendment Act 2011” 
(Published at http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris).  

 
 

7.2 Monitoring and Evaluation 

A strong monitoring and evaluation section ensures that the proposed option is effective 
in overcoming the problem identified, and does not create new unintended negative 
consequences. We evaluated how well the agencies addressed the following aspects in the 
monitoring and evaluation sections of their RISs: 

 How to monitor the change over time 

 Key indicators to evaluate if the desired outcome is achieved and objectives 
are met, and 

 How to identify any unintended negative consequences. 

No key monitoring indicators to measure the impact of the proposed option 

Effective monitoring can provide the information for agencies to identify if the change 
has been effective or not. Key indicators provide a useful tool to compare the status quo 
benchmark with the outcomes over time. The process of identifying the most 
appropriate indicators helps agencies to think through how to measure the incremental 
improvements, and how to identify when the problem is solved. 

In Figure 7.3 below we provide an example of how this can be done concisely, taken 
from RISs prepared by the Ministry of Justice and the Ministry for Primary Industries.  

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris
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Figure 7.3: Good examples of measuring the impact of the proposed option 

Example One:  

 

Example Two:  

 

Source: Example One: Ministry of Justice, “Reducing the likelihood of offenders of serious violent or 
sexual offences from coming into contact with their victims” 
and Example Two: Ministry for Primary Industries, “Folic Acid Fortification of Bread”  
(both published at http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris)  

 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/informationreleases/ris
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8 Consultation 

Consultation of the RISs is often done well, with over half the RISs evaluated this year 
meeting the QA criteria. When consultation is incomplete, however, it can make the rest 
of the RIS and in particular the options analysis, appear very weak.  

Figure 8.1: Consultation Summary (65 RISs) 

 

 
Unconvincing reasons for lack of consultation 

Agencies presented a variety of reasons for not conducting complete consultations. In 
some cases this appeared justified and we did not mark the RIS down. However, there 
were also several poor excuses for limited or no consultation. These included 

 Time constraints—often no explanation was provided for the time 
constraint, which therefore appeared as a self-imposed constraint, not 
excusing the lack of consultation. Agencies should provide reasons for the 
time constraints, and identify if they are hard or soft deadlines. 

 Commercially sensitive information—a few RISs stated that consultation 
could not be conducted due to the commercial sensitivity of the topic. While 
this may be a valid reason (for example, when consultation would require the 
agency to disclose commercially sensitive information to stakeholders), the 
RIS should provide a better explanation. For example, we would expect that 
consultation should still be able to take place, under confidential 
circumstances, in cases where the agency requires stakeholders to provide 
commercially sensitive information. 

In some RISs consultation was only conducted with government agencies and not with 
the private sector or the public. Consultation with all stakeholders is often crucial to 
obtain essential information when preparing the RIS. Key stakeholders will usually have 
more, or different, detailed information (for example, compliance costs) than the 
government. This information can be necessary to fully informing the status quo and 
problem definition, and the options analysis. 

In a few cases, agencies drew on previously conducted external consultations. In these 
cases, the RIS did not summarise the comments from stakeholders as effectively as when 
agencies ran the consultation process themselves. The consultation section was less 
convincing in presenting all relevant concerns as a result. This also impacts on the 
convincingness of the options section. 

RISs are more frequently acknowledging negative feedback to proposed options 

This year we saw an improvement in the proportion of RISs that summarised the 
feedback they received from stakeholders during consultation. This includes feedback 



 

 25 

that disagreed with the agency’s analysis. Acknowledging different views can significantly 
strengthen the convincingness of the RISs, if those views are incorporated well.  

The consultation sections that met the QA criteria usually included a detailed summary 
of the consultation, in addition to consulting all affected stakeholders. In some cases the 
RISs presented the results in summary tables which were often very effective at clearly 
communicating the reactions of stakeholders. The summaries generally included: 

 An overview of who provided submissions 

 The proportion of submitters that agreed, or disagreed with each of the 
proposed option, and 

 A summary of the key issues raised or alternative options proposed.  

The very best RIS consultation sections, that we consider achieved a ‘gold standard’, also 
described how the agency incorporated the major consultation responses into the 
analysis. Very few RISs did this, but we think that it is an important step for agencies to 
communicate why the final recommendations were made. This approach can also help to 
convince the reader that the preferred option is the best, particularly when the agency has 
clearly and accurately explained why the preferred option is better than any alternative 
options that were preferred by submitters. 
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9 Agency Disclosure Statement 

The Agency Disclosure Statement (ADS) is meant to give the reader a sense of what level 
of confidence the reader can have in the RIS. In particular, the ADS should note any 
deficiencies or constraints in the analysis, and any risks or large impacts associated with 
the proposed options. A well-written ADS can make the RIS easier to read and 
understand. 

We expected the best ADSs to accompany RISs that contained problems or weaknesses.  
In fact we found that overall the ADSs were better when the associated RIS was also well 
done. The ADSs that were particularly well done: 

 Identified gaps or constraints in the analysis, and then briefly identified the 
proxies used to fill these gaps, or the assumptions to overcome the constraints 

 Gave the reader an accurate sense of the level of analysis conducted in the 
RIS. We tested this by reviewing the ADS after reading the RIS to check that 
the quality of the analysis in the RIS aligned with the level of confidence that 
the ADS gives in the analysis.  

We noticed two common problems with the ADS. Firstly, the ADS is commonly used as 
an executive summary of the RIS. The ADS has a distinct and important role Often 
ADSs present too much background information on the problem or the preferred 
option, rather than focussing on constraints to the analysis or major impacts. It seemed 
that, where agencies did not have any specific constraints or impacts to note, they would 
feel the need to bulk out the ADS with background information. This extra information 
distracts the reader from any important messages in the ADS that decision makers 
should be aware of. More often than not, the very succinct ADSs were the better ones. 

A second common weakness in the ADSs occurred when agencies did not sufficiently 
describe how and why “time constraints” impacted on their analysis. For example, a 
number of ADSs stated that they could not undertake public consultation because they 
were time constrained. However, the ADS did not explain the cause or nature (number 
of months to complete the analysis) of the time constraint. Well-written ADSs would 
explain the date they needed to complete their analysis by and the cause of this constraint 
(such as an upcoming event like the Rugby World Cup or Local Body Elections that 
would benefit from the new regulations). 
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10 Differences between Castalia and Agency 
Assessments of  RIS Quality  

One purpose of the review of regulatory quality is to assess agencies’ internal QA 
processes. This section focusses on the 60 RISs reviewed by agency QA teams. For an 
overview of the five RISs reviewed by RIAT, see Section 3. 

All agencies are required to undertake an internal assessment of the quality of RISs 
before submitting the RIS to Cabinet (unless the RIS considers options that have a 
“significant impact or risk”, in which case the RIS is quality assured by RIAT).  

RIAT provides agencies with a guidebook on “Independent Quality Assurance of 
Regulatory Impact Statements”8, which explains three possible models for fulfilling the 
QA requirements. 

 “RIA panel”, where each RIS is reviewed by two or more staff members who 
issue a combined decision on whether the RIS meets/ partially meets/ does 
not meet RIS quality 

 “Pool of reviewers”, where each RIS is reviewed by an individual from within 
the organisation 

 “External reviewer” where each RIS is reviewed by an individual external to 
the organisation (whether from another agency, a consultant, or an academic) 

When conducting our review of RIS quality, we do not know which method each agency 
used to assess the RIS. We also do not have access to detailed results of this internal 
review process. At a minimum, agencies must state in the Cabinet Paper whether they 
assessed the RIS as “meets” “partially meets” or “does not meet” the QA criteria. Some 
agencies explain the main reasons for their assessment, with particular focus on main 
weaknesses if they assessed the RIS as partially or not meeting the QA criteria. However, 
most agencies simply provide one sentence listing the overall score, with no details on 
the reason for this assessment. 

Of the 65 RISs Castalia reviewed this year, 60 RISs had been through internal QA from 
agencies. However two of these RISs did not state the outcome of the internal QA in the 
cabinet paper, so they are excluded from the following analysis, leaving a sample of 58 
RISs. 

 In the 2013 review, we assessed 28 RISs (48 percent of the sample) differently to the 
agency QA team: 

 We assessed 2 RISs better than the QA team 

 We assessed 26 RISs worse than the QA team 

In this section, we explain Castalia’s assessment of each RIS that we marked differently 
from the internal QA assessment. 

Castalia judged two RISs more favourably that the internal QA team 

We only judged two RISs to be better than the internal QA assessment. Both the RISs 
were from the same agency. On the basis of the small sample of RISs we reviewed from 
this agency, they seem to produce very high quality RISs, suggesting that their QA team 
sets high standards.  

                                                
8 http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/iqaris 

http://www.treasury.govt.nz/publications/guidance/regulatory/iqaris
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Having reviewed over 100 RISs over the past two years, we have a broad understanding 
of the overall quality of regulatory analysis across New Zealand government. The agency 
had valid concerns about the two RISs in question; however we judged that these 
concerns were minor compared to RISs from other agencies that we had marked as not 
meeting or only partially meeting the QA criteria. Both RISs had good consultation, and 
assessed a range of options consistently against sensible objectives. 

Castalia marked 20 RIS down to “partially meets”- mainly because of weak 
options analysis 

The most common type of difference between Castalia’s and agencies’ assessment was 
for Castalia to mark a RIS as “partially meets”, while the agency found the RIS to “meet” 
the QA criteria. Castalia assessed 20 RISs as “partially meets” when the agency assessed 
the RIS as “meets”.  

Figure 10.1 shows which sections of the RISs were most problematic. Of the 20 RISs, 18 
had problems with their options analysis. Half of these 18 RIS had unconvincing options 
analysis, providing little evidence to support the preferred option, or failing to assess the 
options consistently. The other half of RISs suffered from incomplete options analysis: 
they either failed to analyse seemingly reasonable options, or they failed to fully describe 
the preferred option.  

The second most common reason that Castalia marked RISs down to “partially meets” 
was a lack of evidence of the problem (10 out of 20), followed by incomplete objectives 
(8 out of 20). Few RISs were marked down due to problems with implementation and 
monitoring (6 out of 20) or for weak consultation (5 out of 20).  

Figure 10.1: Problem Sections in RISs that were Marked Down from Meets to 
Partially Meets 

 

 
Castalia marked five RISs from “meets” to “does not meet” for a combination of 
incomplete objectives and weak options analysis 

In five cases, Castalia marked a RIS down from “meets” to “does not meet” criteria. In 
all of these cases, we conducted an additional review to ensure that we had valid reasons 
for marking the RIS significantly worse than the agency.  
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Figure 10.2 shows what percentage of the five RISs had problems with each section. All 
five RISs had incomplete objectives, and all five had relatively weak options analysis. 
These two problems are often linked: if the RIS fails to identify one of the key objectives, 
then it becomes even more difficult to analyse the options in a convincing way.  

Other  reasons for marking down from “meets” to “does not meet” include: 

 Lack of consultation with key affected parties (affecting 3 out of 5) 

 Incomplete implementation and monitoring (affecting 2 out of 5) 

 Lack of evidence of the scale of the problem (affecting 1 out of 5) 

Figure 10.2: Problem sections of RISs that were marked down from Meets to Does 
Not Meet Criteria 

 

 

 
Castalia marked one RISs from “partially meets” to “does not meet” 

We marked one agency-assessed RISs down from “partially meets” to “does not meet” 
criteria. The RIS had weak objectives and options analysis.   

Possible reasons for the difference between Castalia and agency assessment 

We think there are four possible reasons why we assessed nearly half of the 60 RISs 
differently to the agency QA assessment: 

 Using an evaluation matrix (see Table 2.1 above) forces us to break the RIS 
down, and assess it section by section, criteria by criteria. Without this 
structure, it is easy to miss weaknesses in the RIS. For example, a RIS may 
present a coherent and easy-to-read argument for change; however if the 
reviewer assesses the RIS against the matrix, the reviewer may realise that the 
objectives are incomplete, or there is no public communication strategy, for 
example. 
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 Discussing the matrix in pairs is crucial for pin-pointing weaknesses in the 
RISs and identifying room for improvement. We found that our judgements 
of the RIS were only fully formed after discussing each part of the RIS with 
another person. Debating the quality of each component of the RIS until both 
reviewers reach a consensus results in a much more robust assessment than if 
the RIS is reviewed by a single person providing only written comments. 

 Compared to agency QA teams who may only have reviewed RISs from their 
agencies, Castalia has reviewed RISs from a wide sample of agencies. This 
exposure to RISs dealing with a wide range of problems and policy 
frameworks allows us to calibrate our RIS assessments against practices across 
government agencies. We found that in two cases, internal QA teams judged 
the RIS to be of lower quality than our team, possibly because that agency sets 
particularly high standards. In other cases, agencies may not identify 
significant problems with RISs because they may not have previously seen a 
complete, convincing, and well consulted RIS. 

 Being unfamiliar with most of the topics reviewed means that we are able to 
assess whether the RIS fulfils its role as a complete, stand-alone analysis of the 
regulatory issue. A good RIS will provide sufficient background to allow the 
reader to understand the problem, and the viable options for overcoming the 
problem without having to do further research. It is possible that we have 
marked more RISs down for completeness than reviewers who are familiar 
with the material presented.  

Our comparison of QA assessments provides four suggestions for improving the 
robustness and consistency of agency QA processes: 

 Use an evaluation matrix to systematically assess each component of the RIS 
against the QA criteria  

 Complete RIS reviews as part of a group, allowing time to discuss different 
perspectives on the analysis  

 Provide agencies with examples of “best practice” RISs to enable reviewers to 
accurately calibrate RIS quality 

 Emphasize the importance of independent QA by a reviewer who was not 
involved in the policy development and so can assess the completeness of the 
RIS from an objective standpoint
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