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Thank you for your Official Information Act request, received on 9 March 2015.  You 
requested the following: 
 

“... copies of any advice the Treasury provided to Inland Revenue during the past 
four years on the project Inland Revenue is undertaking to change the way child 
support payments are calculated.” 

 
On 26 March 2015 I extended the time limit for deciding on your request by an 
additional 20 working days. 
 

Information Being Released 

Please find enclosed the following emails that were sent to Inland Revenue: 
 

Item Date Document Description Decision 

1.  22/7/11 EMAIL: RE: Child Support Update Indicative Business 
Case 

Release in part 

2.  22/9/11 EMAIL: Child Support DBC Release in part 

3.  28/9/11 EMAIL: Child Support Reform Implementation Joint 
Ministers Report IR 

Release in part 

4.  15/6/12 EMAIL: Child Support Reform Detailed Business Case 
(Round 2) Initial Draft 

Release in part 

5.  28/8/12 EMAIL: Central Agency comment for Child Support paper Release in part 

6.  3/5/13 EMAIL: RE Initial Feedback on Future Processing 
Opportunity 

Release in part 

7.  27/6/13 EMAIL: Child Support Question Release in part 

8.  2/9/13 EMAIL: RE: Short-term Child Support Funding  Release in part 

9.  21/11/13 EMAIL: RE: Child Support Cabinet paper (Shorter version) 
for 8am meeting 

Release in part 

10.  18/2/14 EMAIL: RE: Child Support PAS report on Scope Options Release in part 

11.  18/3/14 EMAIL: Child Support: Briefing Note to MoR's office Release in part 

12.  20/3/14 EMAIL: RE: Briefing Note - child support reforms Release in part 

13.  21/5/14 EMAIL: Child Support Cabinet Paper comment Release in part 

14.  18/6/14 EMAIL: RE CSRP assurance - Central Agency Release in part 
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15.  24/6/14 EMAIL: RE Updated Child Support Reform Detailed 
Business Case 

Release in part 

16.  24/6/14 EMAIL: RE: Updated Child Support Reform Detailed 
Business Case 

Release in part 

17.  5/8/14 EMAIL: RE: Child Support Business Case Process Stuff Release in part 

18.  16/9/14 EMAIL: RE: Detailed business case on child support  Release in part 

19.  23/12/14 EMAIL: RE CSRP - Central Agency monitoring meeting Release in part 

20.  24/12/14 EMAIL: RE CSRP R1 6 Controls Assurance Release in part 

21.  4/2/15 EMAIL: RE CSRP IQA - draft ToR for review and 
discussion 

Release in part 

 
I have decided to release the relevant parts of the documents listed above, subject to 
information being withheld under one or more of the following sections of the Official 
Information Act, as applicable: 
 

• section 9(2)(a) – to protect the privacy of natural persons, including deceased 
people, and 

• section 9(2)(g)(i) – to maintain the effective conduct of public affairs through the 
free and frank expression of opinions. 

Please note that item 1 above has an attachment that is deemed out of scope since the 
Treasury comments are principally editorial. This document will not be released. 

In making my decision, I have considered the public interest considerations in section 
9(1) of the Official Information Act.  
 
Please also note that this letter (with your personal details removed) and enclosed 
documents may be published on the Treasury website. 
 
This fully covers the information you requested.  You have the right to ask the 
Ombudsman to investigate and review my decision.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Suzy Morrissey 
Team Leader, Tax Strategy 
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From:            
Sent: Friday, 22 July 2011 4:02 p.m.
                                                         
                                                
Subject: RE: Child Support Update Indicative Business Case
                                                             

Hi              
 
Further to our discussion this afternoon, I have attached a copy of the Business case with 
some tracked comments.  Aside from these smaller comments, the key things that we talked 
about were: 
 
1. The IBC needs to take forward more than one option - in this case it seems that the two 
appropriate options to take forward are option 2 (IR's preferred) and option 1.  Option 1 
may be important if Cabinet decide that they want to extend the timeframe and build 
straight into first (even though this isn’t an explicit option in the paper, the Treasury 
comment will highlight this). 
 
2. The excec summary needs to outline the economic case, comparing these two options in a 
clear and concise way.  Something like a table outlining the advantages and disadvantages 
of each option would give readers (be it Treasury or Ministers) a clear sense of what the 
tradeoffs are with each choice. 
 
3. The final IBC will need to be ready in time for the Cabinet paper to go up.  Ideally it 
would be ready by the time we are required to put in a Treasury comment (very early next 
week), but if not we need to be assured that it is very close to being ready. 
 
Thanks for all your cooperation in this, I'm confident we will get there in the end! 
Kind regards, 
 
            | Analyst | The Treasury 
                                                   
    
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the 
addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or 
telephone (64 4 472 2733); b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly 
prohibited and may be unlawful.  
 
 
                           
                                                           
                                       
                
                                               
                                                       
 
         
                                                                                      
                                                                                         
                                                                                    
                                                                                         
                                               
       
      
 

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

 

 

 

Doc 1
Page 1 of 34 Released



1

                   

From:            
Sent: Thursday, 22 September 2011 5:26 p.m.
                              
                                     
Subject: Child Support DBC

Hi                 

 

I have now discussed the Child Support Detailed Business Case with my colleagues and can confirm that it meets the 

Cabinet requirements of a DBC.   

 

We had one or two thoughts on some areas which we would like to see explored in more detail before the report 

back to Ministers in March, so let’s keep in touch as you work through the outstanding issues. 

 

We would like to change the Treasury comment in the associated report to joint Ministers, to reflect a bit more of 

our expectations around the possibility of additional funding being sought for Child Support.  Could you amend the 

Treasury comment section to say: 

 

The Treasury has been kept well informed of the background behind this report and agrees with its 

recommendations. The associated Detailed Business Case has been submitted to the Treasury and has been 

completed to a satisfactory standard.  Drawing down the current year’s funding enables design work to proceed so 

the project can meet the timeframes agreed by Cabinet.  Given the outstanding uncertainties, it is prudent to do 

more analysis in the Implementation Plan stage before drawing down the remaining funding or making any change 

to appropriations.  Treasury considers that, in addition to revising its cost estimates, IR should also reveal in the 

Implementation Plan viable options for delivering the required policy changes with no further appropriations than 

those approved by Cabinet in August 2011. 

 

We would also suggest that an additional recommendation be included, to direct Inland Revenue to undertake what 

we have suggested in the final sentence.  Effectively we would like to encourage Ministers to get the department to 

explore ways of achieving the goals of the reforms while remaining within the funding that the department initially 

asked Cabinet to appropriate. 

 

Thanks for your efforts in this. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

              Analyst | The Treasury 

                      1 The Terrace, PO Box 3724, Wellington, 6140 
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:            
Sent: Wednesday, 28 September 2011 11:10 a.m.
                  
Subject: RE: Child Support Reform Implementation Joint Ministers Report IRD2011_138 Sept

Thanks        
 
I would change the wording of recommendation b), to say:  "Note that a satisfactory 
detailed business case, as assessed by the Treasury, has now been completed." 
 
In the Treasury comment, we would like the final sentence added back in: "The Treasury 
will not necessarily support additional funding for this project beyond what Cabinet has 
already appropriated."  The part that says "or making any change to appropriations" should 
also be removed. 
 
Other than that, I'm happy with how the report looks. 
 
Cheers, 
 
              Analyst | The Treasury 
                    | 1 The Terrace, PO Box 3724, Wellington, 6140 
    
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the 
addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or 
telephone (64 4 472 2733); b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly 
prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:            
     Friday, 15 June 2012 5:11 p.m.
                                                
                                       
Subject: RE: Child Support Reform Detailed Business Case 0.1 Initial Draft

                         

 

Here is the feedback we went through with you today.  In the interests of time, I haven’t gone back to revise it all 

following our discussion, so where you know we’ve covered things already just bear that in mind. 

 

Thanks for the constructive session today. 

 

Kind regards, 

       

 

 

It is important firstly to note that our feedback at this stage is solely around the content of the business case itself, 

not around the merits of the investment.  Once we get the final business case we will be in a position to provide our 

advice on the merits of the investment. 

 

Overall, the business case is very well written and contains a significant majority of the content we would expect to 

be in there.  That being said, our comments are still quite comprehensive given that this is our key chance to 

influence the shape of the document. 

 

Our most significant comments are provided below (smaller, more specific comments to follow). 

 

1. Coverage 

There is some confusion for the reader as to what the scope of this Business Case covers.  Although the 

focus is on the implementation of the policy, the merits of the investment decision need to be based on the 

entire set of choices facing Ministers – which include whether or not to enact the legislation.  So the 

Business Case needs to reflect the costs and benefits of the proposal as a whole (more detail on this below). 

Related to this,  the Business Case seems to indicate that there isn’t one senior responsible owner for the 

entire set of changes.  There is a project owner for the implementation, but is there someone senior who is 

responsible for the full set of policy/legislation, implementation and the new processes?  Should there be?  

If not, it would be good to outline how this ‘across everything’ perspective is achieved. 

 

2. Context 

With this in mind, the business case needs to be able to be read in isolation (despite the fact that it is the 

latest in a series of documents).  The background section is good, but it needs to cover off some of the more 

key information from earlier reports – particularly around the benefits of the proposal and the case for 

change (again, covered in more detail below).  This should be the key information only – and some of the 

current background may need to be taken out or moved to an appendix. 

 

3. Investment Objectives 

These are currently too broad – they need to be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant and 

Time-bound) so that a post-implementation review can be referenced against them, and so that we can tell 

whether the significant changes have achieved what they were intended to. 

 

4. Costs and benefits (case for change) 

Given that this business case should be the basis for a decision on the entire investment, not just the 

marginal increase (which definitely wouldn’t stack up on its own, given that the benefits have already been 

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]
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counted), the case for change needs to be strengthened significantly.  In particular, the benefits are not 

coming through strongly enough to justify a $120m investment.  What are the intangible benefits?  This is a 

result of not incorporating more of the policy side into the business case – you may need to dip back to 

policy paper to pull out some of the benefits.  Where they have been included, the costs and benefits are 

currently dotted throughout the paper – they should be consolidated into one place so that an informal 

cost-benefit analysis can be undertaken by the reader. 

An example here is on page 53, where adverse customer impacts are discussed.  What are the positive 

customer impacts? 

 

5. Risks 

The key risks section is too small for such a risky and contentious project with the kind of history that this 

one has.  This section needs strengthening.  Welfare reform is an example of a risk that isn’t considered in 

much detail here:  this may have a large impact on the current project through people changing benefit 

categories, for example, and should be considered in greater detail. 

The diagram of key staff on the project (page 34) doesn’t say how many of these positions are vacant – is 

there a staff resourcing risk here? 

The change management plan / QRA are discussed, but not what has come out of them.  What risks have 

they raised, and how are these being addressed? 

There needs to be more specificity around how extreme risks with manifest themselves, what this would 

mean for the project, and how they are to be mitigated. 

 

6. Strategic Alignment 

At present, the Child Support project is presented in an isolated way from other major change initiatives 

taking place within IRD.  The strategic context needs to be elaborated more clearly, and the reader needs 

assurance that the fit with major projects/programmes like Business Transformation and the mainframe 

refresh has been considered and will not be an issue.  For example, Ministers may ask why we would spend 

millions on a project that builds into the ageing legacy system, which may then have to be re-built into a 

new system as part of BT. 

The constraints and dependencies section needs some work – legislation and resources would be 

constraints, and these other things mentioned above (BT, for example) would possibly be dependencies.  

The business case needs to provide assurance this is being considered appropriately as part of the Child 

Support decision. 

 

7. Costing approach 

Obviously, the financial sides of the business case are not yet complete.  We would like to discuss the 

contingency levels being used in each aspect of the financial model, the discount rate being used, and the 

assumptions going in to the modelling.   

We would like to see the sensitivity analysis around the costing assumptions – and some of this could 

appropriately come through in the business case.  The incorrect estimates of the last business case have 

been replaced with other estimates, but there isn’t yet enough assurance that these revised estimates are 

now in the correct ball-park.  The scoping document asked the business case to demonstrate that 

‘implementation costs are accurate this time’ and that it can be delivered ‘to the timeframes indicated’. 

How do we know the assumptions around organisational impact are right this time? 

If out-year impacts are uncertain, this needs to be made transparent to the decision maker (even if we are 

asking for a specific amount to be appropriated). 

 

8. Other significant comments 

� The project plan is currently quite light.  It would be good for the business case to demonstrate that 

this has been thought about in greater detail than it currently indicates. 

� Even though this isn’t fully out-source-able, there should be a commercial case which covers this 

off.  What are the procurement arrangements?  Why is OPA being used and not something else, for 

example? 

� Options C&D require ‘slightly less staff’ than options B&E – what are the exact numbers, given C is 

the recommended option? 

� Post the Cabinet decision, we may need systematic reporting back to us and Ministers on this – so 

they can either be assured it is on track or else be aware early that things are changing again.  
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Kind regards, 

 

             | Analyst | The Treasury 

                        The Terrace, Wellington, 6011 
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:            
Sent: Tuesday, 28 August 2012 4:52 p.m.
                                        
                                                                             

                                                         
Subject: Central agency comment for 

                               

 

Below is our central agencies comment for inclusion in the child support Cabinet paper.  This is a combined Treasury 

and SSC comment (DPMC should see the paper, but don’t usually formally comment). 

 

The messages are consistent with what we’ve said before, although we aren’t looking to split recommendations in 

the paper.  The comment is unusually long because we wanted to make sure Cabinet took the decision with a 

reasonable understanding of our concerns.   

 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Kind regards, 

       

 

Central Agencies’ Comment 

 

Treasury and SSC have assessed the child support scheme reform detailed business case, and can confirm that it 

meets the Cabinet Better Business Case requirements.  We support the policy objectives, as they will deliver a fairer 

(albeit more complicated) child support system and contribute to a reduction in the fast increasing child support 

debt book.  In this respect the reforms contribute positively to the Government’s objectives around supporting 

vulnerable children and reducing debt.  However, significant complexities around the implementation of the reforms 

raise a number of concerns that Ministers should be aware of. 

 

The interaction between the proposed investment and Inland Revenue’s Business Transformation (BT) programme is 

a key issue.  BT is necessary to ensure that New Zealand has a sustainable revenue and social policy administration 

system into the future, and to secure opportunities for a more agile tax system, better customer interactions and 

whole-of-Government solutions.  It will require a significant investment over a number of years in order to 

transform Inland Revenue’s systems and processes, including migration from the current legacy IT system that runs 

the tax system (FIRST) onto a newer and more flexible system.  This will constrain the scope and scale of tax and 

social policy changes able to be made during this process.  A programme business case for BT will be submitted to 

Cabinet in November 2012. 

 

The child support business case requires system changes to be built largely into FIRST, and migrated onto Inland 

Revenue’s new platform at a later date.  This will add to the cost, complexity and effort required in the subsequent 

IT platform migration.  It will also pre-commit specialist IT staff who might otherwise be available for BT, and may 

also adversely affect the timing and value of the associated benefits. 

 

Ministers should note that the complexity of the new formula will lead to increased levels of contact with Inland 

Revenue and a permanent increase in operating expenditure.  This is not consistent with the Government’s goals of 

more efficient public services and improving interaction with government. 

 

Central agencies’ assessment of this case has taken into account both Inland Revenue’s generally strong track record 

of delivering complex policy and operational change to time and within budget, and more recent cases where the 

department has struggled to do this.  We have sought, and received, assurance from Inland Revenue that 

contingencies are in place to address the risk of cost increases or project slippage, but remain concerned that 

implementation will reveal complexities that are not currently built into the project plan; putting the timeline, 

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]
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budget or intended benefits at risk or requiring action that compromises current plans for BT delivery.  Accordingly, 

if Ministers decide to proceed with the proposal Treasury and SSC will work with Inland Revenue to enhance the 

Government’s major project monitoring process and provide Ministers with assurance that implementation is 

proceeding to schedule, scope and budget, and subsequently ensure that the outcomes sought by the policy change 

– level of compliance with the system, customer satisfaction, and child support debt – are being achieved. 

 

              Analyst | The Treasury 

                    | 1 The Terrace, Wellington, 6011 
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.   

[s9(2)(g)(i)]
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From:                    
Sent: Friday, 3 May 2013 12:51 p.m.
               
                                                            
Subject: RE: Initial feedback on Future Processing Opportunity

Hi        

 

This is in response to your request for an initial steer from central agencies on the proposed additional process 

changes for the Child Support project.  

 

Central agencies agree that these changes are acceptable subject to the following conditions: 

• there is no impact upon the implementation of the legislative changes; 

• total cost (existing project plus business enhancements) does not exceed the total amount approved by 

Cabinet ($120.841m); 

• the scope changes are recorded in an updated business case; and 

• these changes are summarised in a paper to Joint Ministers. 

You had indicated your intent to progress the updated business case and Joint Ministers’ paper for September. From 

a Budget timeline perspective, this works fine, and will allow for the required opex -> capex swap through the 

October Baseline Update. This will have to adhere to the rules set out in CO(11)6, and IRD will have to fund both the 

depreciation and capital charge from within the existing opex. 

 

I hope this provides you with some additional clarity. Please feel free to let me know if you have any further 

questions. 

 

Cheers, 

        

 

              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:              
Sent: Thursday, 27 June 2013 5:32 p.m.
             
Cc:            
Subject: Child Support Question

Hi       

 

Thanks for introducing me to the ‘child-support story’ on Tuesday. This proposal sounds like a great idea! 

 

You had requested that I do some thinking around when Treasury would need to receive the refreshed Business 

Case.  

 

We believe that it is best for IRD to decide on the timeline; however: 

• We will need two weeks to review the refreshed business case;  

• We will need to see the refreshed business case ahead of the request for the Opex->Capex swap [as 

evidence supporting the swap]; 

• The requested Opex->Capex swap will need Joint Ministerial approval before spending on this “proposal” 

can begin; 

• This Opex->Capex swap doesn’t have to link in to either baseline update (OBU or MBU). 

 

I hope this answers your question. 

 

Please let me know if you had any related queries. 

 

Cheers, 

        

 

              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                                                              

Sent: Monday, 2 September 2013 4:08 p.m. 

                

                                                                                      

Subject: RE: Child Support 

  

Hi        

  

Upon further investigation of CO(11)06, the detail of my recommendation has changed somewhat. 

  

Firstly, in terms of financial delegation for increased capital spending, there is no additional requirement to go to 

Cabinet. This is because the detailed business case has already been submitted to Cabinet – and no additional 

funding is being requested.  

  

Secondly, there are complications associated with CO(11)06 which had not been considered: 

•         Most importantly, the contingencies were appropriated into multiple years, and can’t be treated as a single 

lump sum. This means that bringing funding forward from out-years is not in-consequential. The tool given 

to Joint Ministers, “Front-loading of Spending” reduces out-year funding in perpetuity, which would remove 

some of the required out-year contingency. 

•         An Opex -> Capex swap of three years Opex funding is possible, without losing any out-year funding. 

However, because the out-year funding is perpetual, including a fourth year would reduce out-year funding 

in perpetuity. 

  

Considering these complications, I see two options that roughly mirror option 1B: 

1.       Bring a Cabinet paper to Cabinet seeking to make a technical change to the funding of the project. That way 

IRD could shift the funding around as required, as well as getting the required Opex-> Capex swapped. 

2.       If there is enough Opex to cover from now until mid April (Cabinet are likely to sign-off on Budget initiatives 

in mid April), then IRD could make whatever Opex->Capex swap that will be required before mid April, and 

propose a technical Budget initiative to shift funding around as required, as well as get the required Opex-> 

Capex swapped.  

  

I would be happy to meet tomorrow between 2-5pm to talk this through, else feel free to give me a call. 

  

[Page one deleted - Not Relevant to Request]
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              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 
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b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  

  

                                                    

                                         

                        

                                                                                      

                           

  

           

  

                                                                                                     

                                                                                                  

                                                                                                        

          

  

                                                                                       

  

                                                                                                     

                                 

  

          

  

      

  

                                                                   

                                          

                

                                                                                      

                           

  

                              

  

        

        

  

                                                 

                                                      
    
                            
                                                                                                                                                                     

           
                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                    

  

From:                      

Sent: Monday, 2 September 2013 11:30 a.m. 

                  

                                                                                      

Subject: RE: Child Support 

  

Hi        
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Thanks for the flexibility to get back to you by noon today. 

I preface the following recommendation with the fact that there are still some technical aspects I need to confirm, 

around the implications of CO(11)06. 

  

Treasury’s preferred option is 1B: 

•         Option 1 rather than Option 2 because: 

o   The added level of transparency is important, particularly given the history of the project’s estimated 

costs. 

o   The contingency was setup for dealing with unforeseen events – which the heightened cash “burn-

rate” falls into. It therefore makes sense that this contingency is used first. 

o   The administrative benefits of option 2 will be minimal, because total forecast spend will within the 

P50->P85 contingency, requiring joint-ministerial sign-off. 

While the cash costs will be within the cash costs of the Commissioner’s contingency, Cabinet 

agreed to the contingency specified as cash costs plus depreciation and capital charge.   

•         Option A rather than B because: 

o   Capital charge is no longer the fiscally neutral ‘money-go-round’ it used to be. In CAB Min(10)41/9 

[attached] Cabinet agreed that from 1 July 2011, “the presumption is that departments will fund 

additional capital charge expenses from existing revenue”. Thus the correct counterfactual to the 

Centre funding the capital charge is that departments fund it. 

  

The good news is that, barring any complications from CO(11)06, you will not need to go to Cabinet. 

However, you will need to get approval from Joint Ministers for: 

1.       Accessing the P50->P85 contingency 

2.       Front-loading of the operating contingency (since it appears to have been appropriated) 

3.       Swapping Opex for Capex  

Please let me know if you have any further questions, and I will confirm the implications of CO(11)06 with you by 

COP today. 

  

Cheers, 

        

  

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                                                              

Sent: Thursday, 21 November 2013 8:49 a.m. 

                    
                                                 

Subject: RE: Child Support Cabinet paper (Shorter version) for 8am meeting 21 Nov 

  

Hi          

  

Has the MoR signed off on the paper yet? 

If not, could we have the Central Agency comment changed to: 

  

Comment from the State Services Commission and the Treasury 

Treasury and SSC agree that Inland Revenue should not attempt to deliver the Phase 1 changes by 1 April 2014, 

given the risks involved.  Rather, Inland Revenue should roll back the changes implemented to date so that child 

support payment assessments for 2014 can be delivered in line with the old legislation. 

  

While the revised plan for implementing the child support scheme changes is sensible, this latest cost escalation 

reinforces the view that the costs of the reforms are very large for the benefits that will be delivered.  We support 

the policy objectives of a fairer child support system and a slower growth in child support debt. However: 

•          the financial cost of achieving these objectives is significant, and 

•          the greater complexity in the child support system – and the resulting reduction in transparency for 

customers – is at odds with the Government’s Better Public Services objectives, as well as the principles 

that underpin Inland Revenue’s Business Transformation (BT) programme.  
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While not presented in this paper, Ministers could consider other options, such as not proceeding with the child 

support changes at all, de-scoping some of the Phase 2 changes, or delaying the changes until BT is sufficiently 

advanced so that the child support changes do not need to be built into FIRST. 

  

This is merely a change in formatting to highlight the cost and complexity issues. 

I fully understand if the paper has already been signed off. 

 

Cheers, 

        

  

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 
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addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                    
Sent: Tuesday, 18 February 2014 2:51 p.m.
                    
                                                                                           

                                                                  
                                                                                   
     

Subject: RE: Child Support PAS report on scope options SENSITIVE

Hi          

 

Apologies for the late reply. 

 

The combined Treasury/SSC/GCIO comment is as follows: 

Based on the limited information provided, Treasury, SSC and GCIO (from a technology perspective) recommend 

that the delivery of the child support reforms is discontinued, despite the large sunk costs. 

 

The latest cost escalation reinforces the view that the costs of the reforms are very large for the benefits that will be 

delivered.  We support the policy objectives of a fairer child support system and slower growth in child support 

debt.  However, the financial cost of achieving these objectives is significant, and the greater complexity in the child 

support system – and the resulting reduction in transparency for customers – is at odds with the Government’s 

Better Public Services objectives, as well as the principles that underpin Inland Revenue’s Business Transformation 

(BT) programme.  

 

If Ministers still wish to deliver the child support reforms, we recommend a delay to the changes until BT is 

sufficiently advanced, so that they can be built into the new technology platform. 

 

In November 2013, Treasury was briefed on the models used to cost the revised implementation plan and 

considered them credible. However, Treasury is not in a position to comment on the specific assumptions underlying 

the costs. GCIO recommends that a short-sharp review be undertaken to validate the proposal’s financial 

implications, from a technology investment perspective. 

 

Apologies again. 

 

        

        

 

              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                    
Sent: Tuesday, 18 March 2014 2:52 p.m.
                                   
Subject: Briefing Note to MoR's office

Hi               

 

I have just returned from a meeting with MoR and both Ministers’ offices. 

 

He has asked for another briefing note regarding Child Support, to go up to MoR’s office tomorrow. 

 

In particular, he has asked for: 

• The spending profile of the status quo ($210m), with a particular focus on the 14/15 amounts; 

• The spending profile of stopping, with a particular focus on the 14/15 amounts – is everything written off in 

13/14, giving a final cost of $75m-$85m?; 

• The spending profile of the phase 2-lite option, with a particular focus on the 14/15 amounts; 

• More information about the current make-up of phase 2, compared with the make-up of phase 2-lite, in 

terms of capital/operating, and whether phase 2-lite would require additional 14/15 funding; 

 

There has also been a request to include a line suggesting that MoR meet with MoF about Child Support.  

As mentioned the other day, MoF has tasked MoR to cost his minimal cost project, so that it can be weighed up 

against the cost of stopping (particularly the 14/15 impact).                                                        

                                          

 

Happy to discuss, alternatively Maraina is happy to discuss also. 

 

Cheers, 

        

 

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                    
Sent: Thursday, 20 March 2014 8:04 a.m.
                  
                               
Subject: RE: Briefing Note - child support reforms

Hi        

 

Thanks for this – very helpful. 

Happy for the note to say that Treasury was informed. 

 

A few questions: 

• Re-classification in the spreadsheet refers to the write-off of capital? 

• Just confirming that the options in the spreadsheet include the ‘notional’ depreciation and capital charge? 

• Is there a view on the additional workload that will be required, even if the opt-in employer deductions is 

brought forward? I remember a large FTE number was mentioned when we were talking about the 

automation. I realise that this will depend largely on the number of opt-ins. 

• Has there been much consideration of the impacts of increasing debt write-offs, particularly if these Phase 2 

changes are brought into 2014/15? 

 

Cheers, 

         

 

              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  

 

                                                        

                                        

                        

                                                   

 

        
                                            
      
 
                           
                   
                                                                   
                                                                                            
                  
                                               

             
  
                                                                                                       

                                                                                                  

        
  
                                            

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

 

 

 

Doc 12
Page 18 of 34 Released



1

                   

From:                    
     Wednesday, 21 May 2014 1:32 p.m.
                    
Subject: RE: Cabinet Paper

Just confirming the comment below.  

 

Cheers, 

        

 

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  

 

From:                      

Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 1:20 p.m. 

                      

Subject: RE: Cabinet Paper 

 

Hi          

 

For you purposes, here is our draft comment. 

I am still waiting to hear back over the next 15 mins for any last minute changes. 

 

This comment will enable you to delete para 98 as it is covered by the final para below. 

 

Cheers, 

        

 

The latest cost escalation reinforces the view that the costs of the reforms are very large for the benefits that will be 

delivered.  We support the policy objectives of a fairer child support system and slower growth in child support 

debt.  However, the financial cost of achieving these objectives is significant, and the greater complexity in the child 

support system – and the resulting reduction in transparency for customers – is at odds with the Government’s 

Better Public Services objectives, as well as the principles that underpin Inland Revenue’s Business Transformation 

(BT) programme.  

  

If Ministers still wish to deliver the child support reforms, we recommend a delay to the changes until BT is 

sufficiently advanced, so that they can be built into the new technology platform. Alternatively, this may require 

revisiting the timeline for BT to bring forward any changes to FIRST (retirement, etc) so that the reforms could be 

implemented on the new platform. If Ministers do not wish to delay implementation, then the proposed scaled-back 

option appears sensible. It seeks to deliver the legislative changes that have the lowest FIRST system impacts, with a 

focus on reducing legacy debt. However, from an assurance perspective, GCIO would like to see an independent 

assessment of the impact of the reduced scope on benefits, to validate the statement that “a scaled-back and re-

focused second phase will reduce the costs of the reforms while still achieving the majority of the objectives.” 

  

In November 2013, Treasury was briefed on the models used to cost the revised implementation plan, which 

assumed the full original scope, and considered them credible. However, Treasury is not in a position to comment 

on the specific assumptions underlying the costs. GCIO recommends that a short-sharp review be undertaken to 

validate the proposal’s financial implications, from a technology investment perspective. 
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Inland Revenue is ensuring that the key recommendations and lessons learned from the recent Child Support 

Reform Project Review are being incorporated into current and future phases of the  Child Support Reform Project 

and other projects in Inland Revenue. 

  

The successful delivery of the Child Support Reforms Programme is achievable if the programme is fully resourced 

with appropriately experienced and skilled staff but, as this programme requires experienced specialist resources, 

resource contention across the combined committed Inland Revenue portfolio will need to be managed very 

carefully so as not to put this or any of the other initiatives and activities at risk. 

 

 

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 
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The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 
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From:                                                              

Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 1:12 p.m. 

                    

Subject: RE: Cabinet Paper 

  

Hi         

  

I have been asked to request that para 17: “The review has also found that the child support reform 

programme as it currently exists is well set-up to deliver the reforms.” be  reworded to show that this is a 

paraphrasing of the report, rather than a quote. Perhaps if you can add “To paraphrase....” 

  

Cheers, 

        

  

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                                                              

Sent: Wednesday, 21 May 2014 11:28 a.m. 

                    

                                 

Subject: RE: Cabinet Paper 

  

Hi          

  

As discussed, since the 2013/14 Supps are behind us, we need to instead include the changes as an in-principle 

expense transfer. 

 

Some suggested wording below: 

  
note that the proposed changes to the Child Support Reforms require the in-principle transfer of up to the 

following maximum amounts of operating from 2013/14 across the next four financial years:  
  

  

                                                                                    

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  
authorise the Minister of Finance and the Minister of Revenue jointly to determine the final amount to be 

transferred, following completion of the 2013/14 audited financial statements, with no impact on the operating 

balance.  

  

{optional below} 

note that if approved by Joint Ministers, re-phasing the spending profile will have the following impacts on 

the operating balance and debt:   

  $ million - increase/(decrease) 

Vote Revenue  

2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 Minister of Revenue 

Departmental Output Expenses:         

Services to Inform the Public About Entitlements and Meeting Obligations 

(funded by revenue Crown) (5.474) 2.244 4.680 0.061 

Services to Process Obligations and 

Entitlements                                                                                                                         

(funded by Revenue Crown) (5.931) 1.042 1.440 0.013 

Management of Debt and Outstanding 

Returns                                                                          (funded by Revenue Crown) (0.185) 0.365 0.680 0.008 
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  $ million - increase/(decrease) 

Vote Revenue  

2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 

2020/21 

& 

outyears 
Minister of Revenue 

Operating Balance 

Impact (11.590) 3.652 6.800 0.082 1.056 - - - 

Debt Impact - - - - - - - - 

No Impact                 

TOTAL (11.590) 3.652 6.800 0.082 1.056 - - - 

  

  

Cheers, 

        

  

              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 
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Subject: RE: CSRP assurance - Central Agency  
Sensitivity: Confidential 

  

ÿFFFFFFFFÿFFFFFFFFÿFFFFFFFFÿFFFFFFFFÿFFFFFFFFÿFFFFFFFFÿFFFFFFFF

Thank you for sight of the two documents and for making the changes we discussed. 

  

One small point is that you need to change the reference to “Single or Senior Responsible Officer”  in both ToRs to “ 

Senior Responsible Owner”. This is the correct  term for SRO  i.e. Struan’s role. 

  

The Controls Assurance Review is obviously internal facing and appears not to cover communications or publicity to 

external stakeholders i.e. IR clients who are paying or receiving child support. This is a very important work stream 

of the project and we would therefore expect it to be covered in bullet point i) of the IQANZ ToRs under  i) The 

programme’s approach to communications, both internal and external, and its approach to stakeholder 

engagement.  

  

Regards, 

Mel 

  

  

  

Mel Wallwork | Senior Advisor | The Treasury 

Tel: +64 4 917 6301FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF Mel.Wallwork@treasury.govt.nz 

   Unisys House. 56 The Terrace Wellington 
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addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                                                              

Sent: Tuesday, 24 June 2014 4:33 p.m. 
ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777

ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777

ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777
Subject: RE: Updated Child Support Reform Detailed Business Case 

  

Hiÿ99999999ÿ99999999ÿ99999999ÿ99999999ÿ99999999ÿ99999999ÿ99999999ÿ99999999

  

Thanks for these documents. A few comments from us: 

  

1)      QRA – we request that a Quantitative Risk Analysis be performed (using Monte Carlo simulation or the 

like) 

Cabinet asked what confidence IR had that the costs would not increase further so some level of review and 

assurance across the costs is required. Despite/in advance of the detailed planning for phase 2 that is still to 

come, QRA should provide a better assessment of the what the likely costs and contingency should be, as 

well as highlighting which are the most sensitive risks to manage more closely to avoid possible cost over 

runs. 

As a flow-on, the sections in the template that refer to QRA should still be included, rather than changed to 

Qualitative Risk Analysis (e.g. pages 15, 24). 

  

2)      ‘Revisiting the IBC’ section of the template – replace  

Our view is that you should replace this section with “Strategic Case”, since the whole addendum is focusing 

on answering the question “what has changed”. 

The flow-on impacts are that the content on investment objectives etc. be moved in the strategic case, and 

the preferred option, cost/benefit analysis etc. be moved into the economic case. 
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3)      Assurance Strategy – should be included 

Acknowledging that the Assurance plan is being revised as an output from the upcoming IQA, the addendum 

should include the assurance strategy, albeit at a high-level. 

  

Thanks, 

| Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  

                                             

                                 

                                                                                     
                                                                        

                                                        

   

 

                                                                

 

                                                                                               

                                                                                                       

                                                                                              

                                                              

 

                                                                                                  

                                                                                                         

                                                                                       

                                                       

 

                                                                                                   

                                                                                                

                                                                       

 

                                    

 

        

    

 

 

                                                                              

                                                                   

                         

 

 

 

From                                                               

Sent: Thursday, 12 June 2014 8:01 p.m. 
ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777

ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777

Subject: RE: Updated Child Support Reform Detailed Business Case 

  

Peter/Linda/Ryan 

  

[ s9(2)(g)(i)]

[ s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[ s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

 

 

 

Doc 15
Page 25 of 34 Released



3

In the aim of producing a useful and relevant control document for CSRP (while trying to impose minimal 

compliance), we propose that IR produce an addendum to the old DBC, set out according to the BBC 5-case model 

(DBC). 

The following would need to be included in the scoping document, under each of the cases, respectively: 

  

Strategic 

•         Background of what has changed (including the greater emphasis on reducing CS debt) 

•         Related to the point above, have the investment objectives changed? And if so, how? 

•         Outline what legislation will still proceed – and therefore what the project is set up to deliver 

•         How the project fits with govt & IR strategy, including Business Transformation 

  

Economic 

•         Should show how the preferred option has changed 

•         Focus effort on the agreed option, but including as an attachment the RIS which investigates alternative 

options at a high level 

•         Updating costs/benefits (NPVs) – what impact will scope reduction have on benefits? 

•         Updating risk profile 

•         Make reference to the project baseline healthcheck IQA, which will also: 

o   Validate the costs, particularly from a technology perspective 

o   Validate the statement that “a scaled-back and re-focused second phase will reduce the costs of the 

reforms while still achieving the majority of the objectives” 

  

Commercial 

•         Nil changes expected 

  

Financial  

•         Including the new costs and funding sources 

•         The impact of self-funding capital on BT (and therefore IR’s sustainability position) 

  

Management 

•         Brief summary of project’s work completed to date (e.g. Phase 1 releases) 

•         Highlighting how governance for CSRP will impact/interact with management attention associated with 

Transformation 

•         A brief, high-level indication of how IR propose to integrate Child Support with Transformation, in terms of 

transitioning to the new system 

•         Update for new governance structure, new project plans, current risk register, timelines,  

•         Update for how change and benefits management is now being handled 

•         Reference the updated Assurance Plan being produced through the healthcheck IQA 

  

  

I have attached the scoping document template from the BBC website: 

http://www.infrastructure.govt.nz/publications/betterbusinesscases/guidance 

  

Please let me know if you would like me to review the draft scoping document. 

  

Thanks, 

        

  

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                                                              

Sent: Tuesday, 24 June 2014 4:33 p.m. 

               
                                                                                               

                                            
Subject: RE: Updated Child Support Reform Detailed Business Case 

  

Hi        

  

Thanks for these documents. A few comments from us: 

  

1)      QRA – we request that a Quantitative Risk Analysis be performed (using Monte Carlo simulation or the 

like) 

Cabinet asked what confidence IR had that the costs would not increase further so some level of review and 

assurance across the costs is required. Despite/in advance of the detailed planning for phase 2 that is still to 

come, QRA should provide a better assessment of the what the likely costs and contingency should be, as 

well as highlighting which are the most sensitive risks to manage more closely to avoid possible cost over 

runs. 

As a flow-on, the sections in the template that refer to QRA should still be included, rather than changed to 

Qualitative Risk Analysis (e.g. pages 15, 24). 
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2)      ‘Revisiting the IBC’ section of the template – replace  

Our view is that you should replace this section with “Strategic Case”, since the whole addendum is focusing 

on answering the question “what has changed”. 

The flow-on impacts are that the content on investment objectives etc. be moved in the strategic case, and 

the preferred option, cost/benefit analysis etc. be moved into the economic case. 

  

3)      Assurance Strategy – should be included 

Acknowledging that the Assurance plan is being revised as an output from the upcoming IQA, the addendum 

should include the assurance strategy, albeit at a high-level. 

  

Thanks, 

         

  

              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 
a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 
b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  

  

                                                  

                                      

                                                                                        

                                                                           

                                                                 

  

    
  
                                                                 
  
                                                                                               

                                                                                                       

                                                                                              

                                                               
  
                                                                                                  

                                                                                                         

                                                                                       

                                                        
  
                                                                                                   

                                                                                                

                                                                        
  
                                     
  
         
     
  
  
                                                                              

                                                                   

                          
  
  
  

From:                                                              

Sent: Thursday, 12 June 2014 8:01 p.m. 
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Subject: RE: Updated Child Support Reform Detailed Business Case 

  

                 

  

In the aim of producing a useful and relevant control document for CSRP (while trying to impose minimal 

compliance), we propose that IR produce an addendum to the old DBC, set out according to the BBC 5-case model 

(DBC). 

The following would need to be included in the scoping document, under each of the cases, respectively: 

  

Strategic 

•         Background of what has changed (including the greater emphasis on reducing CS debt) 

•         Related to the point above, have the investment objectives changed? And if so, how? 

•         Outline what legislation will still proceed – and therefore what the project is set up to deliver 

•         How the project fits with govt & IR strategy, including Business Transformation 

  

Economic 

•         Should show how the preferred option has changed 

•         Focus effort on the agreed option, but including as an attachment the RIS which investigates alternative 

options at a high level 

•         Updating costs/benefits (NPVs) – what impact will scope reduction have on benefits? 

•         Updating risk profile 

•         Make reference to the project baseline healthcheck IQA, which will also: 

o   Validate the costs, particularly from a technology perspective 

o   Validate the statement that “a scaled-back and re-focused second phase will reduce the costs of the 

reforms while still achieving the majority of the objectives” 

  

Commercial 

•         Nil changes expected 

  

Financial  

•         Including the new costs and funding sources 

•         The impact of self-funding capital on BT (and therefore IR’s sustainability position) 

  

Management 

•         Brief summary of project’s work completed to date (e.g. Phase 1 releases) 

•         Highlighting how governance for CSRP will impact/interact with management attention associated with 

Transformation 

•         A brief, high-level indication of how IR propose to integrate Child Support with Transformation, in terms of 

transitioning to the new system 

•         Update for new governance structure, new project plans, current risk register, timelines,  

•         Update for how change and benefits management is now being handled 

•         Reference the updated Assurance Plan being produced through the healthcheck IQA 

  

  

I have attached the scoping document template from the BBC website: 

http://www.infrastructure.govt.nz/publications/betterbusinesscases/guidance 

  

Please let me know if you would like me to review the draft scoping document. 

  

Thanks, 

        

  

              | Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Withheld under s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

 

 

 

Doc 16
Page 29 of 34 Released



 

                   

From:                    
Sent: Tuesday, 5 August 2014 5:19 p.m.
                    
Subject: RE: child support Business case process stuff

Hey          

 

The saga continues... 

 

The way I understand things, Joint Minsters have been asked to “confirm” that the business case adequately reflects 

the decisions taken by Cabinet. 

While it is going to both Ministers, tonally this is IRD reporting back to Joint Ministers with the updated business 

case. Treasury (as part of the Corporate Centre) will be providing a comment into the report. 

 

In terms of content, I told the CSRP programme team that the types of things to cover off are: 

• A summary of the changes made 

• A discussion about the likelihood of further cost escalations. This will include: 

o Reference to the QRA which suggests that the probability is less than 15% 

o Reference to the design process – high certainty over Phase 1, but detailed design on Phase 2 is yet 

to be completed 

o Reference to the IQA which will validate the costs/benefits of the programme (in its second stage of 

work) 

 

MoF (and others) were rather concerned with the cost side of things, so the point above is quite important. 

 

Perhaps the paper is a good place to talk about next steps – but I’m not sure these are solidified yet (i.e. in terms of 

when the changes are announced etc.) 

 

Hope this is helpful. 

 

Cheers, 

        

 

                Graduate Analyst | The Treasury 

                                                      
    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From:                    
Sent: Tuesday, 16 September 2014 3:00 p.m.
                    
                                                                
Subject: RE: Detailed business case on child support

Hiÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzzÿzzzzzzzz

 

I suggest the following be added onto the Treasury/GCIO comment: 

 

“We believe that Inland Revenue is well placed to manage this issue. The programme leadership team that 

has been established is experienced and competent, as evidenced by the successful Phase 1 roll-back in 

February 2014 and delivery of release 1.3 in August 2014. In addition, Child Support is front-and-centre in 

the minds of Inland Revenue management, and they are taking measures to manage this resource contention, 

including monthly consideration of portfolio-wide resource pressures by the Portfolio Governance 

Authority. While there are currently no vacancies, there are two resource-related risks on the risk register, 

which have been escalated up within the agency.” 

 
I just need to confirm that GCIO are happy with this, otherwise I could change the wording to show that this is 

Treasury’s view.ÿzzzzzzzzÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777ÿ77777777

 

In terms of updating the cover report, you may want to update the “next steps” section. From my understanding, 

the work on Phase 2 benefits is due in November now. It may also pay to say that this will include setting targets and 

metrics for the child support debt aspects of the reforms. 

 

Cheers, 

 Analyst | The Treasury 

    

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  
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From: Mel Wallwork [TSY]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 December 2014 10:06 a.m.
                                                                                        
                
Subject: RE: CSRP - Central Agency monitoring meeting

[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

 

ÿAAAAAAAAÿAAAAAAAAÿAAAAAAAAÿAAAAAAAAÿAAAAAAAAÿAAAAAAAAÿAAAAAAAA

I’ve been doing some more research into the information available for CSRP clients and have a few more 

observations. The team may wish to consider them in the New Year : 

 

1. I’ve check out the link to www.ird.govt.nz/csinfo and it takes you to an unavailable page. The link to 

/childsupport does work however. 

 

2. The /childsupport page has some well put together and easy to understand information. However, I suspect 

that most people will want to test calculate what their new liability or payments might be and the calculator 

itself is out of sight in a right hand column. Would it be better to provide a new box on this screen ( there is 

space ) taking you directly to the calculator. Would it be better to provide a link on the Working Out Your 

Payments and How much will I have to pay pages taking you directly to the calculator ? – the latter screen 

merely says - 

3. You can see more details on these four steps. If you would like to work through the child support formula for your 
own circumstances, you can use the child support liability calculator (available in the work it out section of our 
site), or the manual step-by-step process given in Calculating child support (IR150). 

4. The calculator itself is on the very same page and changing the text (available in the work it out section of our 

site), to “available in the right hand column of this page” might be more helpful. 
 

5. The guidance note to be sent out with the Assessment Notices says in the left hand column of the first page 

that “there are two quick ways to check your child support payments” – should this be three quick ways and 

should the third be a link to the /childsupport child support calculator on the web site ? 

 

6. It’s not clear who published the Tax Information Bulletin Vol 25 No. 5 June 3013 so I’m not sure if it’s still 

extant or has been replaced. My impression  of that particular document is that the worked examples are 

far too complicated. Starting salary figures are given as Paul earns $72610.40 ; Lee earns $35212 and Jan 

earns $45092 etc etc.  These figures need not be authentic looking. It should be sufficient to give ballpark 

rounded figures that people can easily do the maths on. E.g. 70000, $35000 or $ 40000 etc. This may have 

been superseded by the new web pages so it might not be worth considering changing it, 

 

I hope you find the comments helpful. They are simply first impression observations & ideas that came to mind as a 

new visitor to the web site and new reader of the supporting leaflets. 

 

Have a good Christmas. 

 

Mel 
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From: Mel Wallwork [TSY]
Sent: Wednesday, 24 December 2014 11:49 a.m.
                                                                                     
                              
Subject: RE: CSRP R1.6 Controls Assurance

[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

 

ÿ55555555ÿ55555555ÿ55555555ÿ55555555ÿ55555555ÿ55555555ÿ55555555

Thanks for the two Controls Assurance reviews which we hadn’t actually seen when you asked us whether we were 

comfortable with PwC not undertaking a review on Rel 1.6. 

 

It is good to hear that PwC themselves have suggested that they don’t need to undertake the next review. Subject to 

a few conditions I think we can accept that a further Controls Assurance Review will not be necessary unless serious 

issues arise during the Assessment Notice production in February. 

 

Suggested conditions: 

1. The need for a further review should be reconsidered if the risk indicators you are monitoring start to move 

from green to amber or red. 

2. The IQANZ TQA & IQA reviews go ahead as planned in March and we see the ToRs before the reviews 

commence 

3. In the New Year you talk us through how the issues raised in the reviews on Rel 1.4 and 1.5 have been 

addressed . These reviews highlighted such matters as – 

• 21 Sev 2 defects in Rel 1.4 and 8 sev 1s moving into Rel 1.5 ( We just need to know how many, if any, sev 1 & 

2s remain and how they are being dealt with. ) 

• The need to finalise Data Quality Exit Criteria 

• Privacy risk assessment 

• Communication contingency planning in the event of adverse media attention 

• Transition planning and handover from the “old” child support processes 

 

As you know, our greatest concern at the moment is the readiness of the business to take over the new system. This 

encompasses the adequacy of user training, client awareness communications and the readiness of the service 

centre to handle client queries and complaints etc. We will need to cover these off with the project during January. 

 

Thanks for all your help during the year.  

 

Mel 

 

 

Mel Wallwork | Senior Advisor - Investment Management & Asset Performance (IMAP)| The Treasury 

Tel: +64 4 917 6301 Mobile  Mel.Wallwork@treasury.govt.nz 

   1, The Terrace Wellington 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  

                                             

                                     

                                                                                            

               

                              

 

[ s9(2)(g)(i)]

[ s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request] [Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

 

 

 

Doc 20
Page 33 of 34 Released



1

                  

From: Mel Wallwork [TSY]
Sent: Wednesday, 4 February 2015 1:43 p.m.
                                                                                       
Subject: RE: CSRP IQA - draft ToR for review and discussion

[IN-CONFIDENCE] 

 

ÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUU

 

I would agree that it would be better to postpone any readiness review of Rel 2.1 until nearer the implementation 

date. I think it is too early to conduct any meaningful review of a product that isn’t due for release until 26 Sept 15. 

 

I would also question the need to review overall programme governance again ( see Review Objectives and first 

bullet point in the scope components.) IR governance was subjected to a number of reviews last year and OAG have 

started another governance review of IR BT. It’s appropriate to follow up the governance related recommendations 

from the last IQA review and to review the revised governance structure for Release 2 when it is known. I’m not sure 

whether detail about the new structure will be available when the next IQA commences ? If any governance barriers 

emerge as part of the next review, they should obviously be followed up but I’m not sure that governance needs to 

be a key workstream of the review. 

 

I’m not sure whether the ToR’s at present will deliver an opinion on the state of readiness to implement the final 

stage 1 release. I think what is needed is more emphasis on the technical readiness of the release and the business 

readiness to take the system into BAU and operate it. This would include the business’s level of understanding of the 

new system following the extensive training, the effectiveness of both internal & external comms and the readiness 

of the service centre etc. 

 

I would be interested to hearÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUUÿUUUUUUUU views on what the focus of the review ought to be.  For me it’s 

about gaining assurance that the system will work properly when deployed and the business can operate it 

effectively when its handed over. We are also interested in how the benefits of stage 1 will be assessed and tracked 

going forward. 

 

Happy to discuss further. 

 

Regards, 

Mel 

 

 

 

 

Mel Wallwork | Senior Advisor - Investment Management & Asset Performance (IMAP)| The Treasury 

Tel: +64 4 917 6301 Mobile:  Mel.Wallwork@treasury.govt.nz 

   1, The Terrace Wellington 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

The information in this email is confidential to the Treasury, intended only for the addressee(s), and may also be legally privileged. If you are not an intended 

addressee: 

a. please immediately delete this email and notify the Treasury by return email or telephone (64 4 472 2733); 

b. any use, dissemination or copying of this email is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.  

                                             

                                   

                                                                                            

                                                    

         

[ s9(2)(g)(i)]

[ s9(2)(g)(i)]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request] [Not Relevant]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

[Deleted - Not Relevant to Request]

 

 

 

Doc 21
Page 34 of 34 Released


