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3 November 2020 
 
Phase 2 of the Reserve Bank Act Review 
The Treasury 
PO Box 3724 
Wellington 6140 
 
By Email: & RBNZActReview@treasury.govt.nz  
 
 
Submission by Christian Savings Limited on the third consultation paper to Phase 2 of the 
Reserve Bank Act review 
 
Cover note: 
 
Christian Savings is a unique NBDT in New Zealand.  While the legal entity and some of our 
products are, in form, similar to those of a finance company, in substance, its activities, purpose 
and business model are much more akin to either a bank or a mutual, reflecting it is:  

a) a not-for-profit (the only not-for-profit licenced by the Reserve Bank as a deposit taker);  

b) operates with a strong level of mutuality between depositors and borrowers, like a 
building society.  We are essentially a “new age mutual”, where our depositors place their 
savings with us like a traditional mutual/building society, to enable those savings to 
finance property lending to charities, Community Housing Providers, city missions, 
churches, op-shops and community daycare centres; and  

c) its depositors invest with Christian Savings their everyday and long-term savings with 
the organisation, like a bank.  In fact, many of our investors place the bulk of their call and 
term deposit savings with Christian Savings.  These investments are not being driven by 
returns (as with other finance companies), but because of our purpose. 

Our investors are “mum and dad” depositors, churches and charities, who deposit 
their savings with Christian Savings much as they would otherwise do with their 
bank.  We strive to be, and are viewed as, a conservative savings option.  We do 
not undertake high LVR or high-risk lending, and therefore do not offer high 
financial returns to reflect that type of investment to depositors either. Hence, 
since 1962, Christian Savings has not lost any principal on a loan.  This includes all 
financial crises over that time period and also throughout the COVID-19 
difficulties since March 2020.  We are a resilient and conservative lender and, 
since March 2020, increased capital by over $7m, and increased liquidity.  As at 31 
October 2020, we have no loans in arrears on our $150m loan book.  

Christian Savings is a charitable company owned by fourteen charities.  It was originally 
established in 1962 as Baptist Savings.  The reason for its creation originally was because 
Baptist charities and churches invested their savings with banks but found them 
inconsistent and unreliable when it came to approving loan applications, even with low 
LVRs and strong servicing capabilities.  Other denominations faced the same difficulties  
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from banks over the decades, which was why, before the implementation of the current 
regulatory regime, we were aware of over ten similar organisations created to address 
this gap.  This gap continues to this day, but Christian Savings is now the only remaining 
charity operating in this sector.  We are needed, and in fact since the COVID-19 
difficulties, saw a large increase in charities approaching us wanting finance, finding the 
banks were pulling back and/or charging significant premiums. 
Christian Savings now lends far beyond just loans to churches, but still requires that 
commercial borrowers be not-for-profits.  We lend to a range of social services and 
charities, including Community Housing Providers, retirement villages, city missions, 
schools and daycare centres.  Over time we have discovered that difficulties dealing with 
banks is a much wider and common issue facing a range of charities and social service 
agencies throughout Aotearoa.  Existing banks in this country continue to be, in our 
experience, poor lenders when it comes to supporting the borrowing needs of charities, 
churches and social service providers.  Given the key roles these entities play in 
addressing social inequality and need, their often-unmet lending needs are to the 
detriment of Aotearoa.  
This highlights a key matter we would like to raise.   While we understand and agree with 
priority continuing to be on those deposit takers that pose the largest systemic risks due 
to their size, a narrow focus on numbers can and will be detrimental to the financial 
sector and needs of Aotearoa.  Value should be placed on organisations, like Christian 
Savings, which support areas not well serviced by the (existing) banks.  Regard should 
therefore be given to ensuring the financial system supports organisations like Christian 
Savings and, as much as possible, provides a level playing field.   
Executive summary: 

• Christian Savings is the fourth largest NBDT in Aotearoa.  We manage over $200m, with 
$150m in loans across the country.   We have grown tier 1 capital from under $10m when 
we were first licenced in 2015, to over $27m. 
 

• Christian Savings would like to the have the benefit afforded banks currently in the 
following key areas: 
 

o The ability to use the name bank – this is about comparability (similar products 
for investors), clarity (the word is internationally accepted and understood, other 
names are confusing for investors of call and term deposits), and to ensure 
fairness (it provides a competitive advantage to larger entities, noting however 
that our total liabilities and equity are actually larger than the two smallest NZ 
registered banks); 

o Inclusion in deposit insurance – even though we are legally classified as a finance 
company.  We would like inclusion for the benefit of our investors, especially given 
our mutuality, charity status and size.  We submit that size and credit rating 
thresholds could enable Christian Savings to be included, and eliminate (if 
desired) the inclusion of smaller finance companies that have lower capital bases 
and undertake higher risk lending activities; 

o To avoid harm to smaller New Zealand owned entities, including Christian 
Savings, we would like to stress in the highest possible terms that the proposed 
limit of $50,000 for deposit insurance is too low.  We propose a higher limit, 
suggested at $250,000.  This is in line with the Mutuals’ submission.   
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Smaller entities under the current regime and trust deeds are already limited in 
their ability to raise funds.  Under trust deeds, there is a limited ability to borrow 
money outside of retail deposits.  There is therefore a higher reliance on attracting 
and retaining larger depositors.  The current proposed limit means larger 
depositors are incentivised to move money to banks, harming smaller institutions, 
and benefiting larger banks who have no real liquidity constraints.  This would be 
a poor outcome for Aotearoa.  Please also see our submission dated 7 May 2020 
for further details on this point. 

o We view direct supervision as appropriate. 

o Audit.  At present, Christian Savings is required to conduct six monthly audits.  
Banks are only annual.  Other mutual are only annual.  This is not fair or 
appropriate, particularly if you consider the risk profile of Christian Savings 
compared to the majority of other mutual in New Zealand (considering asset 
quality, capital adequacy ratios, tier 1 vs tier 2 capital etc). 

o Trust deeds have resulted in a lack of standardisation and are prone to becoming 
out of date and leaving gaps in the approach to risk and supervision as time 
evolves.  A standardised approach, as with banks, will make the sector more 
resilient. 

 
o In relation to product disclosure requirements, we note that there is not a current 

level playing field.  For investors in call and term deposits, there should be parity 
with existing banks. 

 
o Due to Christian Savings making commercial property loans as our main lending 

activity, we ask that consideration be made of this.  Note that this can result in 
higher single party exposures which are naturally much higher than for other 
entities, which may only do consumer or residential loans.  We would like the 
same treatment as banks. 

 
o We would like the ability to access liquidity support directly from the Reserve 

Bank, as is available to larger banks.  Christian Savings has a unique loan book, 
with low LVRs, quality commercial loans (e.g. loans to Community Housing 
Providers often involve entities with balance sheets above $100m, with loans 
serviced by up to 25 year MSD backed contracts and low LVRs – they readily lend 
themselves to being securitised).  However, again, this is where the trust deeds 
are limiting, as this could not be done within the current setting. 

 
This is also relevant in relation to our bonds we have purchased to meet our 
liquidity policy.  These are all investment grade bonds, which could be traded with 
the Reserve Bank if we were a bank.   

 
•  We stand by our comments in our submission dated 7 May 2020.   

 
• We would also like to endorse the purposes of the new Deposit Takers Act.  As we have 

conveyed above, we are an example of the need for “financial inclusion to sectors 
currently under-served” and provide “diversity within the financial system” and due to  
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• those points would like an appropriate regime to “increase competition” and “improve 

domestic capability.” 
 

• In relation to standards, we make the following points: 
 

Capital 
requirements 

Christian Savings believes the focus should remain on tier 1 
capital.   
 
The current regime allows more tier 2 capital than we believe 
is prudent for a fair and safe financial system.  Some entities 
push for this because they struggle to raise tier 1 capital.  That 
is a poor reason to allow low quality capital to be a meaningful 
component of your capital adequacy ratio. 
 

Related party 
transactions 

This has been an area of real complexity for Christian Savings 
and the Reserve Bank.  Due to the diversity of the ownership of 
Christian Savings, and the role many of those entities play in a 
trustee role (normally bare) for churches and charities, often 
through complicated acts of parliament, it is critical any 
changes to related party exposures/transactions are written 
clearly and do not create unintended consequences.  We would 
ask to meet on this point in the future. 

 
We would welcome the chance to meet with you to discuss our submission. 
 
Yours faithfully 
CHRISTIAN SAVINGS LIMITED 

Chief Executive    Chief Financial Officer 
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Chapter 
2 

Purposes of the Deposit Takers Act 

2.A Do you agree with the proposed purposes? If not, what changes would you propose to the 
purposes? Are there any other purposes that we should be considering?  

2.B Do you agree with the proposed decision-making principles? If not, what changes would you propose 
to the principles? Are there other principles that should be considered? 

 
2A -CSL supports the proposed purposes. 
 
2B – CSL supports the proposed decision-making principles, but would like to make the following 
observation: 
 
• In respect of principle two – a requirement to ensure that there is a level and fair playing field for all 

participants in the financial system regulated by the RBNZ, no matter their systemic importance, and that 
the consideration of impact and cost is solely considered against the regulated entity, and not used as an 
approach for the RBNZ not to completely, reasonably and effectively engage and provide resourcing for 
the supervision, oversight and consideration of the smaller end of the financial system sector. 

 
 
 
 

  

 

SAFEGUARDING THE FUTURE OF OUR FINANCIAL SYSTEM 
Further consultation on the prudential framework for deposit takers and 
depositor protection  

 

Submission form  

To have your say on these important issues, please answer the questions below and send this form by email to 
rbnzactreview@treasury.govt.nz by 5pm on 23 April 2020. 
 

To get more information on these topics and the wider Reserve Bank Act Review, see the full consultation 
document at treasury.govt.nz/rbnz-act-review.  
 

 

mailto:rbnzactreview@treasury.govt.nz
https://treasury.govt.nz/news-and-events/reviews-consultation/reviewing-reserve-bank-act/phase-2-reserve-bank-act-review
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Chapter 
3 

Regulatory perimeter 

Defining the overall regulatory perimeter 

3.A Do you agree with the proposed approach to defining the overall regulatory perimeter? If not, what 
approach would you suggest? 

3.B Do you support the proposed exclusion for wholesale-only funded lenders? If not, what approach 
would you suggest? 

3.C Do you support a maximum size threshold for the wholesale exclusion? If so, what would be an 
appropriate measure of size? 

3.D Do you agree with the proposed territorial scope of the legislation? If not, what approach would you 
suggest?  

3.E Do you have any comments on the application of the Deposit Takers Act to associated persons? 

3.F Do you agree with retaining the restriction on the use of the words ‘bank’, ‘banker’ and ‘banking’, but 
limiting it to persons providing ‘financial services’? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

3.G Do you agree that the use of the words ‘deposit’, ‘deposit taker’ and ‘deposit-taking’ should be 
restricted? What restrictions would you suggest?  

3.H Do you support the proposed approach to foreign bank branches? If not, what approach would you 
suggest? 

 
3A -  CSL submits that it would be inappropriate for credit unions and other smaller non-bank deposit 

takers to be excluded from the regime and operate under a separate regime.  This would not only 
defeat the purpose of the legislation, but would create a playing field that would give rise to 
inappropriate outcomes for all concerned.  Smaller participants can be dealt with through alternative, 
flexible regulatory responses in respect of the standards and rules and oversight intensity.  
Furthermore, it would be inconsistent with international practices. 

 
3B - CSL supports the exclusion on the basis of international standards and norms, and also on the basis of 

allowing the NZ economy to grow and to foster competition.   
 

3C -CSL submits that there should be no maximums and to put one in place would be artificial.  Other 
tools, such as the CCCFA, can be used to protect retail borrowers.  Wholesale investors enable real 
competition to banks, and it is needed. 

 
3D -  CSL supports this proposal, but with the caveat that entities that offer such services outside New 

Zealand should be forbidden from having offices or companies registered in New Zealand for the 
provision of such services, to avoid NZ’s good name being abused in a manner similar to that which 
has already occurred in relation to building societies, credit unions, and entities registered on the 
financial service providers register. 

 
3E – CSL believes that the expansion of associated person should be carefully reviewed to ensure that its 

use is appropriate and not seen as a way to prevent growth. 
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3F – CSL submits that the word ‘bank’ and its derivatives should be limited to licenced deposit takers. 
Enabling the wider use of the word ‘bank’ is important for competition in New Zealand in the finance 
sector. 

 
3G – CSL submits that the use of the term ‘deposit taker’ or ‘licenced deposit taker’ should definitely be 

restricted.  Entities that are subject to such licencing should be able to call themselves XYZ Bank 
(Licenced Deposit Taker) or XYZ Building Society (Licenced Deposit Taker) or XYZ Credit Union 
(Licenced Deposit Taker) or XYZ Limited/Inc/Partnership (Licenced Deposit taker).   

 
3H – CSL has no comment on this area. 

 
 

Regulation of finance companies that do not take insured deposits 

3.I Do you agree that prudential regulation should be retained for finance companies funded via retail 
debt securities?  

3.J Would you support the approach of creating a restricted licence category for finance companies 
funded via retail debt securities (option 1)? What do you think would be the benefits and costs of this 
approach?  

3.K Under option 1, what restrictions should be placed on the services that a licensed finance company 
could offer without becoming a full licensed deposit taker? 

3.L Should licensed financial market supervisors undertake the frontline supervision of finance companies 
under this model? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

3.M Alternatively, would you support requiring finance companies to have full deposit taking licences to 
issue retail debt securities (option 2)? What do you think the benefits and costs of this approach would 
be? 

 
3.I    CSL, as the largest retail-funded finance company remaining in NZ, strongly recommends that 

Prudential Regulation through the RBNZ be retained for finance companies funded via retail term debt 
securities (i.e. option two).  This is because this approach would ensure consistency of treatment, 
removal of regulatory arbitrage, and simplicity of focus.  Furthermore, one of the objectives of the 
regime is to be long lived; and while NZ currently does not have many finance companies, this is no 
indication of what the need may be in the future – in fact it may be a function of the current regime 
which is recognised as being suboptimal in outcome. 

We understand that an “in-principle” decision was made by the government to introduce the Scheme in 
March 2020, as outlined in the Third Consultation Paper, which proposes the following two options for 
approaching the regulation of finance companies: 

• Option one: finance companies would be subject to a restricted licence category under which they 
may only issue uninsured retail debt securities (meaning they would not be participants in the 
Scheme).  We note, as above, that we could incorrectly and detrimentally be placed in that category. 

• Option two: if finance companies intended to issue retail debt securities, they would be required to 
apply for a full deposit takers licence which would include participation in the Scheme. 

We understand that the preferred approach is Option one, which excludes finance companies from the 
Scheme. If the government proceeds with Option one, then the ability to designate certain deposit 
takers as participants in the Scheme would be important to achieve the Scheme’s policy objectives. 
We therefore support the proposal to give the Reserve Bank designation powers, if option One occurs, 
which is set out as proposed approach 3.7 in the Third Consultation Paper. However, in addition to the 
Reserve Bank’s ability to designate an entity as a deposit taker, we would like to see an ability for an 
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organisation like Christian Savings, where their depositors meet the criteria of deposits that should be 
insured, to be able to opt into the regime.   

It is important to note that many of our depositors place their savings almost exclusively with us, instead of 
a bank.  We offer the same savings options as most banks by and large (providing “banking like 
services”) including call accounts.  We just do not offer some transaction services or cards.  The reason 
we have not included the latter into our business model is because we have focused on our core 
services to ensure resilience and lower operational risk, all of which is prudent and for the benefit of 
our depositors.  That should not preclude an organisation dealing with and managing depositors’ life 
savings from getting protection.  For example, it would be most artificial to argue our call accounts do 
not fit any reasonable definition of “banking-like services.” 

The objectives of the Scheme are to protect depositors from loss, and in doing so, to contribute to financial 
stability.  The Scheme aims to insure products where: 

• there is a significant degree of informational asymmetry between the deposit taker and depositor; 
• the funds are used for everyday spending and would cause significant hardship should the funds be 

lost or unavailable for a significant period; 
• the products are widely held and a ‘run’ by depositors would destabilise the financial system; 
• the products are easy to identify for the purpose of determining eligibility for the Scheme; and 
• these are in many cases individual’s savings, for example for retirement. 
The rationale for excluding finance companies centres on the nature of the business of finance companies 

and the role they play in the market.  These companies more typically engage in higher risk lending 
activities and attract investors by offering higher returns on their debt securities.   These investors are 
generally more sophisticated than the average depositor who opens a transactional, savings account 
or short to medium-term deposit, and are investing primarily to generate a return (rather than for 
safe-keeping) through call and savings accounts and short-term deposits. 

While Christian Savings can see a case for including all entities that are prudentially regulated (i.e. Option 
two), it also believes it is in a very different position from most of the other finance companies and so 
is particularly keen to ensure that criteria for designation and/or the ability to opt into the deposit 
taker regime are wide enough to include it, irrespective of which option is chosen. Its strong 
preference is to be regulated as a deposit taker (and not under the proposed separate finance 
company regime), notwithstanding the likely greater compliance costs involved. 

 
3J – CSL strongly opposes the adoption of Option one for the same reasons as outlined earlier.  The Reserve 

Bank will already have the power to right size the regime and its approach, as necessary.  In response 
to the sub question, CSL believes that the costs of this approach are significant and have already been 
discussed and were one of the main drivers for a unified regime in the first place and, in the second 
place, the small number of players would make this an extremely costly regime, and therefore restrict 
access to the market by newer players. 

 
3K - CSL does not agree with this approach 
 
3L – CSL does not agree with the approach, but if it were adopted, CSL would strongly recommend that 

Public Trust becomes the sole option available.  It is appropriate as it is state-owned.  Furthermore, 
CSL has direct experience in the difficulties and flaws of the current model where the RBNZ is not the 
direct supervisor.  

 Example 1 – our first supervisor was sold to a larger market operator which then changed their 
approach to the detriment of our depositors. The FMA was involved and sided with CSL, enabling the 
removal of that supervisor and a move to another supervisor licenced by the FMA. 

 Example 2 – that supervisor then hit financial difficulties and stopped operating, a problem which 
would never occur if Public Trust or the RBNZ were the supervisor.  Privately held supervisors under 
the Companies Act are required to focus on shareholders and are also vulnerable to economic 
volatility.  For the sake of financial resilience, NZ should move away from privately held supervisors of 
deposit takers.  
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In summary, in CSL’s experience it has found that licenced market supervisors that are not part of 
governmental entities are unable to solely focus their attention on what is best for depositors and there is a 
real and present risk of focusing on risk minimization for their shareholders and directors leading to sub 
optimal prudential and regulatory outcomes.  Having the Reserve Bank or Public Trust as supervisor would 
remove this weakness. 

 
 

Approach to small deposit takers 

3.N Do you support the proposed approach to small deposit takers, under which the Reserve Bank would be 
expected to calibrate its regulatory approach in light of the proposed purposes, the decision-making 
principles, and the contents of the Remit? If not, what changes would you suggest?  

3.O Alternatively, would you support creating a separate tier in legislation for small deposit takers? If so, how 
would you suggest drawing this distinction? 

3.P Do you agree with retaining the restriction on the use of the words ‘bank’, ‘banker’ and ‘banking’, but 
limiting it to persons providing ‘financial services’? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

3.Q Should current NBDTs have the same supervision, governance and disclosure exemptions from the FMC 
Act as banks? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

3.R Should current NBDTs be subject to a disclosure regime that is similar to that for banks? If not, what 
approach would you suggest? 

 
3N – CSL supports the proposed approach for small deposit takers as outlined.   

 
3O – CSL does not support this proposal and it would lead to suboptimal outcomes for New Zealand. 

 
3P – CSL submits that the use of the term ‘bank’ should be restricted and that the criteria for that restriction 

should be based on meeting at least two of the following three criteria.  Firstly, the entity offers either 
call or term deposits to retail investors; Secondly, the entity has an issuer credit rating from an 
approved ratings agency; and finally, the tier one capital of such institutions should be greater than 
$30 million (the current minimum capital threshold). 

 
3Q and R – CSL supports the approach that all licensed deposit takers have the same supervision 

governance and disclosure exemptions from the FMC Act as banks currently have and that they be 
subject to the same disclosure regime as banks.  

 

Perimeter flexibility 

3.S Do you support the proposed approach to perimeter monitoring? If not, what approach would you 
suggest?  

3.T Do you support the proposed designation power? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

3.U Do you support the proposed exemption power? If not, what changes or alternative approaches would 
you suggest? 

3.V What should the criteria be for the Reserve Bank granting an exemption? What other limitations or 
safeguards should be placed on the power? 
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3S – CSL supporting the approach which is around information gathering powers. 

 
3T - CSL supports the approach which is around using designation powers as secondary legislation and 

therefore subject to parliamentary oversight and review. 
 

3U and V  – CSL submits that if the Reserve Bank were given the power to provide exemptions, the 
safeguards proposed should be supported with an additional safeguard, which would require approvals 
of applications for exemptions to be publicly notified prior to execution; and that interested parties be 
able to provide feedback on such proposals for consideration to ensure that the RBNZ is not creating an 
unlevel playing field.  This is similar to any other legislative requirements and would be a reasonable 
safeguard, given that exemptions could impact competition and operations of the financial system.   
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Chapter 
4 

Standards and licensing 

Scope of standards 

4.A Do you agree that the proposed scope of standards is appropriate? If not, what changes would you 
suggest? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

Macro-prudential policy 

4.B Do you agree with the proposed power for the Reserve Bank to set lending standards (such as LVRs and 
DTIs) in relation to mortgages? If not, what changes to the scope or additional safeguards would you 
suggest? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

Flexibility of standards 

4.C Do you agree that the Reserve Bank should be able to issue differing standards for different entity classes? 
If not, what approach would you suggest? 

4.D Do you agree that the Reserve Bank should be able to make standards that enable it to exercise 
supervisory discretion on matters and within ranges specified in the standards? If not, what approach 
would you suggest? 

4.E What procedural requirements and protections should apply to the Reserve Bank’s use of supervisory 
adjustment? 

4.F Do you support the proposed approach to allowing the Reserve Bank to set reporting standards and 
lending standards in relation to categories of non-deposit-taking lenders that have been prescribed via 
regulations? Why or why not? 

Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

Procedural requirements for standards 

4.G Do you agree that the proposed procedural requirements for standards are appropriate? If not, why not? 
Should any other requirements be considered? 

Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 
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Licensing 

4.H Do you support the proposed licensing test for deposit takers? If not, what approach would you suggest?  

4.I Are the proposed procedural requirements for licensing appropriate? If not, why not? Should any other 
requirements be considered? 

4.J What scope of appeal rights should be provided for in relation to licensing decisions and why? 

4.K Do you agree with the proposed approach to de-licensing? If not, what changes would you suggest? 

Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

Transparency requirements 

4.L Do you agree with the proposed use of the register to record and apply standards and other 
requirements on deposit takers? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

4L – CSL supports this proposal. 
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Chapter 
5 Liability and accountability 

Civil and criminal liability  

5.A Do you agree with the general categorisation of the contraventions that should give rise to criminal and 
civil liability in the Deposit Takers Act? 

 
5A – CSL supports the approach. 

 
 

Director accountability 

5.B Do you agree with the specification of the new positive duties for directors of deposit takers? If not, why 
not? 

5.C Do you agree that directors should not be indemnified or insured against loss in the performance of their 
duties? 

5.D Do you see any specific issues with the relationship between the existing director duties in the Companies 
Act, and the new duties being proposed here? 

 
CSL is broadly in support of these approaches to director accountability, with some caution being suggested 
around removing all indemnifications or insurance against loss in the performance of their duties.  Strong and 
active governance is important, but likewise this needs to be balanced with tried and tested responsibilities in 
the Companies Act and the potential barrier to attracting talent – we don’t want the best in governance to avoid 
important roles in deposit takers either.  We would recommend a balancing act, bearing in mind directors serve a 
vital role.  

 
We would also like to note that for many Mutual entities and for CSL as a not-for-profit, directors and indeed 
senior management are not doing this just for financial remuneration.  Again, as noted above, accountability is a 
positive but should not dissuade the right people from taking senior roles.  E.g. CSL does not pay its directors.  

Director penalties for disclosure breaches 

5.E Do you agree that deemed liability should be retained for false and misleading disclosure? If not, what 
approach would you suggest? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 
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Penalty levels 

5.F Do you agree with the proposed approach to maximum civil penalties on bodies corporate, including the 
use of maximum penalties based on the size of the institution or any benefit gained (or loss avoided)? If so, 
what specific metrics or amounts should be considered for these penalties? 

5.G Should a lower tier of civil penalties be established for some contraventions, for example, those that do 
not adversely affect the deposit taker’s prudential standing? 

5.H What maximum level of individual civil penalty should be provided for and why? 

5.I Should criminal offences relating to the obstruction of routine supervisory powers be subject to monetary 
penalties, but not imprisonment terms for an individual? If so, what level of maximum penalty would be 
appropriate and why? 

5.J What monetary and imprisonment penalties should be considered for more serious criminal offences and 
why?  

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 
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Chapter 
6 Supervision and enforcement powers 

On-site powers 

6.A Do you agree that the on-site power for the AML/CFT regime is an appropriate comparator for a similar 
power for the Reserve Bank’s prudential functions? 

6.B Should this power be a generic power in the new Institutional Act, or specified in the Deposit Takers Act? 

6.C Do you think any additional safeguards are necessary for the on-site power?  

6.D Do you think the FMA’s on-site inspection power should be expanded in the same way that is proposed 
for the Reserve Bank?  

6.E Should an expanded FMA on-site inspection power apply in all circumstances and to all FMA-regulated 
entities or only some (e.g. in high-risk circumstances or for dual prudential-conduct regulated entities)? 

 
CSL is broadly in support of the above, but believes the main powers should be with the Reserve Bank. 

Other supervisory powers 

6.F Do you have any comment on the appropriate legislative location of supervisory powers such as 
information gathering and sharing, on-site inspections, and other related powers? Do you see merit in 
consolidating similar powers from sectoral Acts into the Institutional Act?  

 
6F – CSL supports the proposal in respect of the location of all of the supervisory powers in a single piece of 

legislation and that these powers should be consolidated from sectorial acts as well.  In addition, given that 
the Reserve Bank is also the AML/CFT regulator, perhaps the inspection powers under that regime should 
also be consolidated in the institutional act. 

 

Breach reporting 

6.G Should a breach-reporting requirement be directly provided for in legislation? Should this be provided for 
in the Deposit Takers Act, or located in the Institutional Act as a requirement for all entities regulated by 
the Reserve Bank? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

  



  

12 

Enforcement powers 

6.H Do you agree that the Deposit Takers Act should provide for the Reserve Bank to accept a voluntary 
undertaking from a deposit taker that is enforceable in court? 

6.I Should the Deposit Takers Act provide a statutory basis for the Reserve Bank to issue a formal notice to a 
deposit taker? 

6.J Do you see any role for infringement notices in the Deposit Takers Act? 

6.K Do you see a useful role for remedial notices and/or action plans in the Deposit Takers Act? 

 
6H – CSL believes that  a voluntary undertaking is a very useful tool to have and it allows a deposit taker to focus 

on the necessary requirements to achieve compliance and give certainty to that deposit taker; that if it has 
done all the things it said it was going to do, no further actions will be taken.    

 
6I  – CSL strongly recommends that the formal notices be provided in the Act to provide standardisation of 

approach and certainty of outcome. 
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Chapter 
7 Resolution and crisis management 

Conditions for placing a deposit taker into resolution 

7.A What are your views on the proposed triggers for placing a deposit taker into resolution and exercising 
resolution powers? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

Liabilities that would be subject to statutory bail-in 

7.B What should be the scope of statutory bail-in in New Zealand? What liabilities should be expressly 
included or expressly excluded?  How should deposits be treated? 

7.C Should statutory bail-in have retrospective application? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

The statutory management advisory committee 

7.D Is there still a role for a ministerially-appointed advisory committee to a statutory manager?  If so, should 
legislation be more specific about the purpose and the composition of that committee? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

Resolving credit unions and building societies 

7.E Should the Reserve Bank have the power to demutualise a building society or credit union that meets the 
criteria for being placed into resolution? 

 
Yes. 

The application to deposit takers of CIMA statutory management 

7.F Do you agree that deposit takers should only be subject to one statutory management and resolution 
regime?   

7.G Do you favour option 1, option 2, or some other approach (including the status quo)? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 
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Chapter 
8 Depositor protection 

Depositor preference 

8.A What are your views on the benefits and costs of a preference for insured depositors compared to no 
preference? 

8.B If a preference for depositors is introduced, do you agree it should only cover insured deposits (not all 
deposits)? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

Scope of coverage 

8.C Do you agree with the proposed prescribed product approach for coverage under the new scheme? If not, 
what approach would you suggest? 

8.D Do you agree that both retail and wholesale investors in insured deposit products should be covered up to 
the $50,000 coverage limit? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

8.E Is the list of excluded deposit products appropriate? If not, what approach would you suggest? 

 
8C - CSL should strongly opposes the prescribed approach given that it artificially excludes products merely 

because they are issued by non-banks and/or it may not cover certain term deposits, which actually would 
likely cause far greater harm to investors if there were a loss.  A debt security should be covered either way. 

 
8D – Both should be included.  The purpose of this scheme is also to give confidence and institutions require   

both retail and wholesale investors to gain and maintain deposits and liquidity. 
 
This statement appears to again suggest the $50,000 limit is already set in concrete without proper consultation 
and despite NZ-owned deposit takers being the most exposed to such a low and artificial limit.  We again strongly 
oppose this limit and suggest a limit of no less than $250,000 per investor. 

 

Mandate, powers and additional objectives 

8.F Do you agree with the proposed narrow mandate for the deposit insurer? 

8.G Do you agree that the deposit insurer should be able to provide funding for resolutions other than a 
liquidation? 

8.H If yes, do you agree with the limit on the amount of funds that can be used? What are your views on the 
appropriate safeguards? 

8.I What are your views on the appropriate decision authority for the coverage limit? 

8.J If a deposit insurance fund is established, should changes to the target size and the levies be made by 
ministers via regulations or by the deposit insurer itself?  
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8.K Should there be a legislated requirement to review the deposit insurance scheme? If so, how often should 
it be reviewed (e.g., every five years)? 

 
8F – CSL supports the narrow approach. 
 
8G – CSL supports the proposal 
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Institutional arrangements 

8.L Has the Review identified the appropriate criteria for assessing the best organisational form of the insurer?  

8.M Do you agree that the insurer should be located within the Reserve Bank? If not, what approach would you 
suggest? 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 

 

Funding framework 

8.N Do you agree that the insurer should build a deposit insurance fund ahead of a failure? If not, what 
approach would you suggest? 

8.O What are your views on the appropriate size of any deposit insurance fund? 

8.P Should the insurer charge higher levies to higher risk deposit takers? What are your views on how risk 
should be assessed? 

8.Q What are your views on how the Government funding backstop should be designed? 

 
8 P - It is the opinion of CSL that the scheme levy for both ex ante and ex post levies be based on the size of the 

insured deposits only and the rate of the levy be consistent across all deposit takers.  We would ask that 
consideration of competition be considered here.  Smaller entities play a key role, so it should be an equal 
playing field for all.  No entity has to be a deposit taker – so we should all play by the same rules, and have 
parity on the cost of deposits for insurance.  
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 Any other comments? 

 

 
Click or tap here to enter your answer. Text box expands as you type 
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SAFEGUARDING THE FUTURE OF OUR 
FINANCIAL SYSTEM 
 

Details of submitter 

For individuals 

Name:       

Contact number:       

Contact email:       

Region/country:       

 
For organisations 

Name of organisation: Christian Savings Limited 

Contact person: James Palmer 

Contact person’s position 
in organisation: 

Chief Executive 

Contact number: 

Contact email: 

Region/country: Auckland, New Zealand 

 
 
Confidentiality request 
If you want all or part of your submission to be kept confidential and not uploaded onto the Treasury’s 
website, please mark the applicable box below: 
 

Entire submission confidential   
 

Part of submission confidential1   
 

Name only confidential  

 

 
1  The text that you do not want published must be clearly marked in the submission 
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