Office of Hon Steven Joyce

Minister of Finance
Minister for Infrastructure

20 SEP 2017

James Cone
fyi-request-6364-e22dab5d@requests.fyi.org.nz

Dear James
Thank you for your Official Information Act request, received on 7 August 2017.

You made a number of requests in relation to the social investment process (‘Track 1')
in Budget 2017. We have combined the following requests into one response:

1) “Cabinet Paper: Budget 2017
http://www.treasury.govt.nz/downloads/pdfs/b 17-info/b17-3700165.pdf
includes on page 22 in item 87.24, a decision to "delegate responsibility to
approve the evaluation plan for all Track 1 initiatives to the Secretary of the
Treasury”. Please may | have a copy of that evaluation plan?”

2)  “Cabinet Paper CAB-16-MIN-0496: Budget 2017: Process and Strategy
http://www.treasury.govt. nz/downloads/pdfs/b17-info/b17-3569807. pdf
refers:
- onpage 8, in item 34, to "Budget 2017 Guidance, to be delivered to
agencies by 3 October”
- onpage 9, in item 38, apparently to the same

Please may | have the Budget 2017 Guidance for Track 1? In particular, | note
that there is no document dated on or about 3 October 2016 on this page:
http.//www.treasury.qovt.nz/publications/informationreleases/budget/2017/key”

3)  “Treasury Report T2016/2356: Track 1 Initiatives and the Investment Threshold
http.//www.treasury.qovt.nz/downloads/pdfs/b17-info/b17-3623928. pdf
refers:
- onpage 3to "an assessment framework"
- on page 7 to "criteria and framework that will be used during the
assessment process”
- on page 12 to "guidance on what factors will underpin the different
scores for each criteria (sic) ..."

Please may | have the most detailed version of those criteria, that framework and
that guidance?”

Private Bag 18041, Parliament Buildings, Wellington 6160, New Zealand. Telephone 64 4 817 6813 Facsimile 64 4 817 6513



Information Being Released

Please find enclosed the following documents:

Item | Date Document Description Decision

1. | 31 October 2016 | Guidance for agencies preparing | Release in Full
social investment initiatives

2. | 31 October 2016 Track 1 Assessment Framework | Release in Full
and Criteria

The documents in the table above relate to your request 2) and 3).

Request 1) asks for a copy of the evaluation plan for Track 1 initiatives. | note that 13
Track 1 initiatives were approved in Budget 2017 and for each of these initiatives
departments were required to prepare a robust evaluation plan before funding could be
accessed. Of these 13 initiatives, the evaluation plans for seven initiatives are yet to
be finalised and are still being considered by departments.

| do not hold the other six evaluation plans that have been prepared. These plans
belong to the relevant departments as listed below and you shouid request these plans
direct from the relevant department.

o Increasing Contraceptive Access for Low-Income Women (Ministry of Health)

° National Coverage for Family Start (Ministry for Vulnerable Children, Oranga
Tamariki)

) Intensive Client Support (Ministry of Social Development)

) Transforming Intervention and Support for At-Risk Prisoners (Department of
Corrections)

o Enhancing Industry, Treatment and Learning Interventions (Department of
Corrections)

° Housing First (Ministry of Social Development)

This reply addresses the information you requested. You have the right to ask the
Ombudsman to investigate and review my decision.

Yours sincerely



OIA 20170285
Information being Released

1.
2.

Guidance for agencies preparing social investment initiatives
Track 1 Assessment Framework and Criteria
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© Crown Copyright

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International licence. In
essence, you are free to copy, distribute and adapt the work, as long as you attribute the
work to the Crown and abide by the other licence terms.

To view a copy of this licence, visit hitps://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. Please note that no

departmental or governmental emblem, logo or Coat of Arms may be used in any way which infringes

any provision of the Flags, Emblems, and Names Protection Act 1981. Attribution to the Crown should
be in written form and not by reproduction of any such emblem, logo or Coat of Arms.
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About this guidance

This guidance follows on from the Budget guidance document released on Monday 3
October 2016, which provides information on the November Checkpoint process for
Track 1 initiatives. Scoping documents for Track 1 initiatives are due with the Treasury
on Friday 4 November. /?, /

~

This guidance document sets out the assessment criteria.z aad expectatlons' for SGCI‘éI
Investment initiatives submitted in Track 1. Finalised TQck 1” hitiatives areQueylth the
Treasury on 31 January 2017 and this document pr wd\s\gﬂ”dance on w\hems
required for this submission.

x P
V. Q I _, — \
Section 1 of this guidance focuses on the mfp@ého&a’genmes neeq t0 provide for
consideration in Track 1. A~ N\ \/ )
! A~ \'\ / /_;\é\\ ‘\ T A
4 \\\\
Section 2 outlines the framework for assessﬁ?eht <’ AN ™

Section 3 goes into detail on the ;nveélment thresf}zﬂd aRj/hbw it will be used.

b . T
\
g .-‘“\Q\\\\../

Questions and Feedback . AR

i "'-a/
.-‘ /) _\\/

You should use this docurheﬂt as Aour fws}pomtef -call for guidance on preparing Track
1 initiatives for Budget 2047/ We welcome feedback on this guidance. Please contact
your Vote Analyst m ther?\rs; lnstance w;th any feedback or questions.

.’: ) NN 4
itis recommendeitba at agencies talk to" thelr research and evaluation teams (if
applicable) for q;zsuﬁtance on s;{e\gﬂc requwements outlined in this document.

As outlln%@\m\yeearller gx% the Social Investment Unit (SIU) is also available
to asskt(agehcté and prow ] specmc support in the lead up to the submission of
|n|tla eS| )January Qsau se /govt.nz). The introduction of a separate track for social
mves memr Initiatives- {wkh;hfgher expectations) is a new process for Budget 2017 and
the Sitis avallable 10:9)
N N
s support enmeeﬁto understand the requirements of taking an investment approach
D
wﬂhmﬂhew‘m‘tsatlves

’_"“\\\ \

e act a:s~a: “Iséunding board” on the extent that initiatives reflect social investment
prineiples

¢ advise on opportunities to strengthen initiatives following feedback from the Social
Investment Panel through the November Checkpoint process

This document is intended to provide general guidance on what is expected for Track 1
across all initiatives. Your Vote Analyst and SIU are available to discuss specific
initiatives and this may be a valuable way to test key judgements or marginal calls and
confirm your approach to certain elements of assessment.

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 2
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Overview

The key purpose of Track 1 is to encourage effective social investment proposals
which will deliver results for New Zealanders and ensure that these are not crowded
out by ather business-as-usual pressures. A

The track is “uncapped” with respect to the spending allow. ?hces Lbyt still subjeci\to the
Government's net debt target), and places higher expec;atgans an‘the level of evidence
supporting an initiative, the expected returns and the /ab}ﬁty KQ\tféck anddeiwef ﬂz}ese
returns over time. AN N

Assessment Stage Q\'l.__‘_

The Treasury will provide the primary assessrﬁey\} qffthe Track (‘nmatives It will also
coordinate and include assessments by mgapéndent exper@.\sucﬁ as feedback from
the Social Investment Panel. /\\ AV

The assessment stage will run from’\Feb?uary Ap ,1! duang,whlch time the Track 1
initiatives and the supporting maf\nal\w;li be ass s&dhy;the Treasury and Social
Investment Panel. Advice wil be p vided to Bu étMm’sters during this time ahead of
decisions on the final Buq)g} p‘ackage in Apnf/‘ L

=)
7

/‘\\“/

December December lanuary >‘» 2017
Early December = iaDecember ( /> ~1jenuary  February
INVESTMENT THRES*\OLD&Q'( /T rack 2 initid! \:k{\> Track 1 Social investment Panel
e initiativesdue  March
/ VI 5 / Ministefialtetter — Budget Ministers’ meetings
¢ > outlining April
N \ // initiatives (in €abinet decisions
/Z\Q- %) ahn )
&4y, 1/ /~dueto'thé Minister of
o~ '::“-‘ I::// r) \\@13
// o) 1_:'\_./
\ = o Wy / = \ b -"

Investment T{h r\eshon

The mvestmgr\{tﬂe\}mld will be set in early December and will help inform the advice
that goes }o@\ud’get Ministers for Track 1 initiatives from the Social Investment Panel

and the,]fre\aiury

N
The inlbég,{%ént threshold will be underpinned by an assessment framework, covered in
section 2. The investment threshold and the supporting framework will be available to
agencies to support their advice to Vote Ministers when selecting initiatives for Track 1
or Track 2.

Key dates

Scoping documents for Track 1 initiatives are due with the Treasury on Friday 4
November.

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 3
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Ministerial letters are due to the Minister of Finance on Wednesday 14 December.
These letters should signal all Track 1 and Track 2 initiatives that will be submitted for
Budget 2017. There will not be an opportunity to change Track 1 initiatives into
Track 2 after 14 December.

The due date to submit Track 1 initiatives is Tuesday 31 January 2017. Agenc[es are

to submit: _/__/> N LS
(\ (, o] g NN

the Cost Benefit Analysis template have been lncluqe \her o) agenqes onty have
to fill out one template. The template will also require’ agenmes to demcr;strate a
link to the initiative that was submitted in the/November check-ut Vv

=5,
ion s\z:tch as an e?alhatmn and
implementation plan for each initiative,—> ) AN )
& NG "\/ /\

o Template 2: 15-year forecast |moactsof tﬁe |n|t|at|ve\see th?Excel template

available in CFISnet). .;”'~\ r;_‘.w__..

The Social Investment Pane[@t ‘be convened m Fe uary to consider the material
submitted by agencies, afgpgsz & the Trea ,gry a\eessment The Panel will meet with
agency representatlvesat thig time. Th)eee assessment sessions will build on the
improvement conversat’ ons S ffom the mld/Nov mber Checkpaint.

As part of the neaem'y\s assesstm me Investment threshold assessment framework
(outlined in s cﬁéﬁ Mlll be appléd torthe Track 1 initiatives ahead of the Panel and it
will be in keed\ n ;he Trea ury S a\cMce to the panel. This assessment may be updated
following &1 nel's re?/ort\and/p}owded as part of the Treasury's advice to Budget

MInIStERS P g
/") 1_‘.‘\( ,-/ ’/\ \\v

Bu\dget Mlmstq’rs \/

Budget Mlnlstergwﬂl\reCelve the advice on Track 1 initiatives and through the
application of tﬁél\ﬁvestment threshold and wider judgements, prioritise these initiatives
for investrment, initiatives which meet the investment threshold will be considered
favoura?\!yby\audget Ministers who hold final decision rights on which initiatives get
funded

\--._/'

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 4
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1 Key requirements for initiatives in
Track 1

1.1 Overview

Initiatives which go through Track 1 will be subject to hlgher/égec ations on ture
and type of information supporting the proposals.

—\J

{r\j \_’(
The Budget guidance released on 3 October 2016 sej@br \gpectatlons\ what

initiatives will need to demonstrate to be successful th\\g‘ack ~ \
\ /

At a high level, the assessment criteria for m:ﬂa&@s\ﬂ'rack 1 wrr Q\Q s'on the following:

e A high return on investment on f|scal é/n\ sjyﬁl outco@d fzscals alone, as

/?

indicated in a CBAx analysis

O
+ Confidence that the outcomesgghb\é\adgleved he{grget population based on

evidence from academic researEh\‘rTa“Jo’r a proyen't ?K,record

¢ The relative ability to measure\th\g,ﬁctual eﬁt%mass of an initiative, and how
quickly effectiveness (e’a%bs understoo/-

e The ability to scale- b;eessful mt r@bﬁs and absorb proven new service
delivery models |rz@|.hevaée \
These criteria assé\ e&erall c?n@ >|n the proposed initiative and its intended
outcomes, an ? e age oglp?ement and deliver the initiative. Judgement will
be applied in H\ tion of tr% to account for initiatives such as pilots which are
time-limite d on a particular target group and intended to test the effectiveness of
etail ovﬂ%s&v\s/)}owded throughout section 1 and 2.

an |de§/ E ot
a;nt confi d ssment, other impartant factors to be taken into account

mcI Whether t

e Identify a tar op’ulatlon
o Deﬁna@> r{r}tervention points, and
o Sp{e@\é\pﬁce point for interventions.

The follc\n\\m’ﬁg diagram provides an overview of the approach for assessing Track 1
initiatives and the role of key stakeholders.

DEPARTMENTS TREASURY BUDGET MINISTERS

INVESTMENT
THRESHOLD and
FUNDING DECISIONS

SOCIAL INVESTMENT KEY REQUIREMENTS ASSESSMENT
Does the initiotive show Whet information do FRAMEWORK

olignment with the Social agencies need to provide How will Track 1

Investment Approach? for Track 1 initiotives? initiatives be assessed? How is this set and
opplied?

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 5
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1.2 Alignment with the Social Investment Approach

A key focus for Budget 2017 and Track 1 initiatives is social investment. Any initiative
going through Track 1 should be able to demonstrate how it aligns with the key
principles of social investment.

Cabinet has defined social investment [CAB-15-MIN-0280 refers] as “putting the E?eeds
of people who rely on public services at the centre of deCISLQnS ny;alanmng,, NN\
programmes and resourcing by: AN o

/\_"- /J\\
o Setting clear, measurable goals for helping those’ people

\ > '.
e Using information and technology to better uﬂdefstand the ne\ed§ofgeople who
rely on social services and what services tﬁeg \are currently/reseL\Jg

o Systematically measuring the effectn;epeSs of/:éerwces/ sowe_know what works
well and for whom, and then feedlr@ the“se Iearnmgs back into the decision-making
process. Sl F \v,

/‘ \\ ‘-'.t:a____.' \) G,

e Purchasing outcomes ratherihan*spec:flc mput*and movmg funding to the most
effective services irrespective of-whether theyéﬁe }g)‘owded by government or non-
government orgamsatlaﬂi(NGOs " \/ Q=

o~/
ek \ \'\

Please get in touch wWQu“vTreas 3‘\@\?\',Analyst or the Social Investment

Unit (siu@ssc. govt,n?rf\}mu have & uestions on a specific type of initiative

and whether it is’appropriate for ’ﬁ'a\ck 1
X0 3

1.3 What [jfn;ormatlon do/\gengles need to provide for each
mﬂsatwe’? /
“\\ N, /
This se/ct:on ,p;owdes deta\ h tize information requirements for Track 1 initiatives. It
buﬂdg on“tbe/hlgh Ievé1\qsse55ment criteria outlined in the previous Budget guidance.
The: bedpw matenal’tﬁ,%ﬂg;t’ed in the initiative template (Template 1) and supporting
information req a{erhent for agencies and will need to be submitted in CFISnet by 31

January 2017
k ~/ RV

|nltlatlve&’lﬂfﬁ;écl§1 should present a complete narrative covering the key elements
listed in” the\dla,gram below. These elements provide information on the what, why and
how of, fhvmltlatlve and will help in presenting a convincing case for investment.

\.._,/

\

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 6
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TYPE OF INTERVENTION  |CONFIDENCEIN EVIDENCE:  (MPLEMENTATION AND
Is this a pilot, scale-up or &.& of 1 . okl v 3 SCALABILITY

retargeting of an existing

|
P 8" What changes are required to
sarvice or a new initiative? 4

B ensure successful implementation
N and scalability?

CASE FOR CHANGE EXPECTED RETURNS UNQERS NDING AND

Why is this intervention What are the government DE 'RATING
required, for whom and and non-governmani < —ERERCTIVENESS

what outcomes will it impacts of the initiatiy ) L
s ey AT Pt e S ow will outcomes be

aqieasured and effectiveness
evaluated?

achieve? How does it fit
o« 1 €
within the current landscage? value for monay?

eady an unmet need or opportunity that
ugh an established evidence base or data)
d through this track in Budget 2017.

The folIowg’ g%es among others, are supported by the Track 1 process:

e Int prog Mstrong evidence of effectiveness including an
% -supp record for effectiveness across a number of jurisdictions
o Retargeting i programme that has not established its effectiveness but
where ther; ce to show that retargeting will be effective
e Scali ilot or programme with an established empirical record of
effecti SS
o Piloti f potentially very high-return initiatives but for which there is only limited

available evidence on effectiveness, and
e Cross agency initiatives which recognise the need for agencies to work together to

meet the needs of highly vulnerable populations where there is established
effectiveness.

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 7
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\

/;Vhat are pilots?

Pilots are defined as interventions which are targeted at a specified group or
area, are time-limited and have appropriate monitoring, evaluation and decision
points in place to allow for continuous review.

Pilots are likely to have limited evidence of effectiveness in'} e New Zealand
context, which places a greater emphasis on having a stmng fat)onale for wh?

\~/ [u"/-\

the pilot is expected to deliver successful outcomes. O \
\ p p p \\ ':\\ /\) _/\..":\_J/"II /
/\:/ N }\‘ & ™ . N \II\?‘/_ Vi
1.3.2 Case for change S~ N/ OOV
/ /-\} -.__\_ /-—- TN,
The case for change is |mp“ertantm presepting.& strong and
CASE FOR CHANGE compelling case for |Wé5tfprent~/lmtlatlves shodid ‘demonstrate why
enbhnd i the particular mtervergqh identified ab e is reQuwed and for whom.

The case for ch‘a'(ﬁge\s\[‘fould cover Ifl\e fo}!owmg three areas:
3 \\“

Clearly i ﬁe\n(_fy ithe popqlaﬁ@\\n:?t wnll be affected by the

de the key characteristics and

intepvention. gencu?sho
Q%\bf the targe ﬁgat n, using data and analytics if

blg./Where pé?s +.& comparison group should be identified.
ZIfthe target po o not be described in detall, initiatives
~should provide a re{ason for this. This is likely to be the case for
~broader pop groups where the cohort is randomised in which
case a ﬂt\‘fo ~purpose description and analysis should be provided

(for example, description of the characteristics of the group of people
or@e@ﬁcatlon of time periods at which an intervention is required)

Problem Definition Qt@lﬁm{hy the intervention is required. What issue or problem is
tervention addressing for the target population? What evidence

\:ghere that a problem exists? An important part of this is outlining
he unmet need of the target population which this initiative aims to
address.
Agencies need to clearly set out how the initiative aligns with existing
services aimed at the same population including what services this
population is currently receiving (where possible). For example, is
this initiative filling a gap, complimenting other services and/or is
there an intention for it to replace an existing service?

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 8
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Intervention Logic The intervention logic should be described as a well-articulated
story of how change will be affected for the target population in
practical terms. The key focus should be on explaining how
outcomes or results will be delivered rather than trying to fit a defined
framework (the framework often used to explain an intervention logic
is the link between inputs, outputs and o mes). /‘(
Agencies should set out the assumpti g;gzwdence l;lnderpmn;ng
the intervention logic. What ewden;e:‘rcs\hg at ‘X' in{eweqtlon is
likely to result in 'Y’ (eg, academi \tqdfes»femstmg Q‘ataigr oven
track record)? Are there intermégdial s drt-term outco%es}hat can
be specified? This should also expl\iﬁ’ any Ilkelf adver\sélmpacts
{saocial and fiscal) that mzs s\.ll!irom the mrﬁ\' !{ @mg
implemented, mcludlr}g’ @p}q@ on other o m?nt services.

For pilot initiatives \te éﬁf ence su Gr{m p’e success of the

intervention ma(v e il{fy , there r ater focus on how the
intervention lpg:ius presented a “H? umptlons used. The key

question t m\nsjdgrﬁere is wj y\thg ncy expects the pilot to be
successfiz‘l in d\hvérmg the V;outcomes

N
Further guidance: /. Q L:_
/

/

/
Superu has written a gm“deffe evaluation planqing/for funding applicants, which
provides an exampla 9//30 Qpproach t de\(e{gping an intervention logic (refer section
3.1 of the gwde )'he guide is avallgbie af http IIwww.superu.govt.nz/evaluation-

> Thls 6@‘% ilds on the following high-level assessment criteria
outh eg7| e guidance released on 3 October 2017:

N I’p\g})‘return on investment on fiscal and social outcomes, and
\frscals alone, as indicated in a CBAx analysis”

Initiatives wlﬂ n\éed %demonstrate a high return on investment to be successful in
Track 1. '[/\he(?, AX requirement applies to all initiatives in Track 1. Please get in touch
with trlmé(“CB:Ax ‘team at Treasury for support CBAx@treasury.qgovt.nz

NNl

4

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 9
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There are two aspects to this element that agencies will need to focus on:

Identifying an This should focus on the aggregate cost of the intervention,
established price based on the intervention logic and intervention points described
(IR ATTHTNCIVENT( UM earlier. How much is this intervention going to cost the Government
across financial years? Agencies are en?uraged to provide /detalled
breakdowns of the cost (for example, cps(ijeyousehold/_ lqgilvld\u\al or

cohort) where this information is avalfp biQ\ / ( N

The information provided should g cdnﬁﬂence in ctha ﬁsch[gosts of
delivering the intervention. To e:lQ itk H‘IIS agenmes*sh ukd provide
comparative information on the cost*o? delivering emstmg similar
services or achieving sm‘ufa(;outcomes for thé‘spéc'ﬁed target

P N
| population, where thlS{e/Xiﬁ (= _“I\v,

A high return on All Track 1 initiatives ah[% |red to L!SQ tbQQBAx tool to calculate
investment (ROI) on  RUERCIRIR (=8 i We?)tl n. The C(BA)() m0®| assists with the
societal outcomes, monetisation of-im| , provides- fénsp\a;ency of the assumptions,
NPV magnitude, and LR ensures‘@nsi tent calcutatlomofﬂ'le Net Present Value (NPV)
fiscals alone and ROI’” \ o0 \ N \\ >

e CBAX Tesufts wil b&u%e\&to}onn a judgement on the value-for-
éiasgect of the |mtﬂ|¢e)%e value-for-money judgement is a

/Cahb\natrén of Ro}; a@hﬂg NPV, and the confidence in the
n@e and i ctsbepg realised.

/lmtlatlves l&n d to demonstrate a Government RO of at least
and a sg | of at least 2:

. The@bd@ Ol is a combination of monetised impacts, un-
monexéeblmpacts and the assumptions underlying the impacts

Ihe,?ovemment ROl calculates how much one dollar of

i \vgage ment spending reduces fiscal cost ie, the fiscal return on
N mvestment

:]ﬁ.athls section, there should be a clear link with the assumptions and
evidence set out as part of the intervention logic.

As outlined in the earlier Budget guidance, there will be a
requirement for all initiatives (including those in Track 1) to provide a
15 year forecast of fiscal and economic impacts. Initiatives which
have completed a CBAx can use this information to populate the
spreadsheet that is attached to this guidance and on CFISnet.

Further Guidance:

The CBAX tool, supporting information guide, and cost benefit analysis primer is
available on Treasury’s website:
http:/iwww.treasury.govt.nz/publications/quidance/planning/costbenefitanalysis/cbax

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 10
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1.3.4 Confidence in evidence

This section builds on the following high-level assessment criteria
outlined in the guidance released on 3 October 2017:

“Confidence that the outcomes will be achieved for the target
population based on evidence from academlc research a <de} a
proven track record” < v S

l U ™\
There are higher expectations around evidence for mltiagwes in. Track 1, /E\ﬂdeﬁCﬁ
supporting the effectiveness of the intervention in de]fyenng oltcomes forthe target
population should be presented as part of the mtewenuon\loglc Thig sectltm is about
how much confidence agencies have on the ev:denoethat is preserﬁed S

There are two key aspects to this which requtré cpmslderatlon ( ) )
e N —

Assessment on the How long has tt‘fe\?n‘tem’entlon has hgen obératlon for (if it is an

adequacy, reliability (] ser>u£§a) has\there has béan any previous evaluations

and strength of undertak(en on themntnatnve or/lessen Téarnt which can be applied to

evidence presented the current mtefventlon and\ bpo plementation in different

conkﬁs\ls there mfogm’ﬁoh .on:how successful previous (similar)

eniio s have been. Q reaﬁélng benefits?

Q\n/ ant facto{ 11} coqszder is applicability to the local and
/Ne New ealand po F’,a{' example, for initiatives that are imported
rﬂ’om overseés wh evidence or information exists to suggest that it
;can be s es\sﬂm delivered in New Zealand?

A

Evidence on ‘eﬁéctlveness will be limited for pilots. Agencies should
loo)(\at other};ays of showing confidence in the initiative; for
xamp rough the views of independent experts and stakeholders
rqgn explanation of how the pilot (or idea) was developed (for
'\QXatferIe design thinking). There should also be a commitment to
lect sufficient evidence of impact in the future (as should be the
ase for non-pilot initiatives).

/\‘-\ ks

Sensitivity analysis Agencies are encouraged to present sensitivity analysis or

and confidence confidence intervals around the effectiveness of the intervention.
intervais This relates to the strength of the evidence as discussed above. For
example, there is likely to be a wider confidence interval around
pilots in which case the implementation and evaluation plan should
build in appropriate stage gates to allow for ‘live’ monitoring and
review. This is discussed further in the sections below.
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Further guidance:

The following evidence checklist from Superu provides useful prompts when considering
evidence and impact. Superu will also be developing further guidance on a framework to
assess the strength and quality of evidence which will be released by the end of December.

evidence-impact

~ ) / [y
1.3.6 Implementation and Scalability N O &

At ) D
This section builds on the following h\i\hulevel ass@ssmenf cnterla
outlined in the guidance rele 5d on 3 Octobe 204% Y
“The relative ability to meas the\actual ﬁe\atlvenéss of an
initiative, and how qwck{,’y\ weness ¢an’| e understood”

\\ _/
How the initiative is x@g@;g isa crug(a? ée@ent in achieving the
expected outcomes. This element inglude cus ory{h\ égency s capability and
capacity to successfully implement] thé["‘tlaflve e \ '% =
/\\ K \ W, \/
Initiatives in Track 1 will be expectgd to set ﬁmplementatlon plan for
e

initiatives. There are two ke;qaspects to this” Q L

f

Implementation tla’uve ng:\pq}h from overseas, the implementation plan is

capability nt in s yl\g at changes are required to ensure it is fit-

(Io( ~-purpose ﬁn New Zealand settings. What resources (if any) are
avallablp\  with implementation?

Scaling of initiative This relatés\g oth the implementation and evaluation plans and
K is allows for scaling up or down? |s there an intention to
le-up e initiative and does the agency have the required
rq&wées to do so?
\l::tf‘mportant to consider whether there are continuous review
rocesses and feedback loops in place (particularly for pilots) in
order to:

o allow for early shut down (ie, off-ramps) if the initiative is not
delivering intended outcomes or there are unintended
consequences/impacts.

o reflect any learnings and adapt to improve the implementation of
the initiative

1.3.8 Understanding and demonstrating effectiveness

]. ' This section builds on the following high-level assessment

UNDERSTANDING @ criteria outlined in the guidance released on 3 October 2017:
‘ DEMONSTRATING
i e v o) “The ability to scale-up successful interventions and absorb
| m&x proven new service delivery models into the base”

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 12
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Initiatives need to provide a plan for how the benefits and impacts outlined in the CBA
will be evaluated and monitored to understand whether the impacts and assumptions
discussed as part of the cost benefit analysis are realised. The focus should be on
continuous evaluation (i.e., not just after the programme/intervention has been rolled
out).

/‘
Agencies should consider continuous monitoring and evaluanor} as part of the/

development of the initiative to ensure that the information, tured’ at VaI'IOUS ""'-\j‘,>
intervention points is meaningful, can be used to lnform fur:ther“dewlopment of ﬁhe
initiative or pick up any problems early on.

The key components of an evaluation include:

e ldentifying measures which can demonsﬁrate progress against outcomes

x\--. ( 7 ) N
¢ Setting up data collection to ensure reléVa}ht mformatl,ar) banbé collected at defined
points of the intervention. NN IS, g
¢ N y .._h \j

e Monitoring performance as tbe m\hatl\;e |s deve[op\ed and delivered. This includes
monitoring against lmplementat‘on butputs ang Sutcoﬁxes
/_"‘ ~ .\\‘\\I;.\_\_/
¢ Planning for evaluatlopqot’ t\g 5ntervent|on ‘
\/ ~ON\

Pilots aim to establish ghe nahrre and nth Ihe effectiveness of new initiatives.

This requires a greater ,emphass or} eva{'uatlon and building continuous feedback loops
into how the |n|t|at|\z\é is‘defivered. Agenbieﬁ should consider whether the initiative has
clear decision pa}ms to inform change\s -and adaptive learning and how this can be

incorporated ea“ﬂy’ Ol ‘at the |n|t|§tn\@ dévelopment stage.
/\

Evaluatlo ncﬁ;& be fit- r-purpo,se and be appropriate for the type of initiative. The
nature.x wation will at&p gypend on the evidence supporting the initiative. If there
is sfrong ey:dence art \nd eﬁectlveness the evaluation can focus more on how the
lntervem on is mpiemea‘ted (as discussed above this may not be the case for pilots
where ewdencg’ on\eﬁechveness is likely to be limited). It is expected that evaluation of
lmplementat;dn ».\gmbe undertaken for projects at all levels of maturity (pilot, trial/scale

up, full rollroyt}\ X

There |§: eﬁpectatlon that all initiatives (including pilots) are supported with a
practica /r}d fit-for-purpose evaluation plan. Evaluation methods will be tested with
arange of experts to support consistency and transfer good practice, as well as
provide assurance that evaluation plans are achievable and will be implemented.

Further Guidance:

e Evaluation Planning for funding applicants
http://Amww.superu.qovt.nz/evaluation-planning-funding-applicants
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e Showing what works
http://whatworks.org.nz/

¢ Better evaluation: sharing information to improve evaluation (rainbow framework)
hitp://betterevaluation.org/

 Resources from the independent evaluation group of the World Bank /'/'Qi':

http://ieq.worldbankgroup.org/ O ¢ > nm\,
._/\\5;:, .\\} //’ l- (\ (I,.__‘I o
Aspects to consider as part of the evaluation of an iniUé;iﬁ*e,__i@idde: s
-.i_/-.‘_\\\. 2 .“-.\ i = 7
Data collection What outcomes will be meastired (idé’ally alf ou@c}mgs will be

measured), and how wyﬂ/aé/)} \ljg:measured? \Q&éhéuld link in with
the outcomes present\gdffﬁ Agpterventiq_n (ogic but may go into
more detail. If it is /no:}i‘psérﬁ}e or cos}_-@fié\qﬁg'é  measure some of
the outcomes intf Q"injpéipf/summz;w, Bléas state what outcomes
these are anQeijBﬁwﬁ’y they yo?{i‘be}yeasured.

How will théﬁé‘{a{fk}}?{olIecte@(g?g,fié/gﬁ‘name, date of birth, and
address)!.on the participants (and, if appropriate, the comparison
gr;llj})}oj th"e-prdgramm/e?lwlﬂ}t possible to link these data to
the \‘nfe;g@ted Data Inff\\ r\;% e (ID1),2 and if so when will these
/f uéhe\gp{ailable? I1Qis:9focess be updated (and at what

. 3 =

' }acy) as mex . @p undertake the programme?

/

e /_“\‘\,__. </
Impact evaluation ~How will a p &ﬂplt{comparison group of ‘untreated’ people
method B househole sinesses/rivers or whatever the target group is) be
formed,@_oi@ah" anges can be attributed as causal effects of the
programm\é\c'g}policy (ie, above and beyond a counterfactual of no
int ntj /g)?
%:E‘N?z/any important caveats/weaknesses in the methodology,
~ahd How will they be dealt with?

“Aré there any ethical issues with how this programme will be
'}valuated, and how will these be addressed?

Other forms of Will there be any qualitative or process evaluation (how and how
evaluation and weli'the initiative is delivered) and what will this involve?
monitoring

' Legal name and date of birth are a minimum requirement for linking to the IDI. Address information can also help
increase link rates. You may also be able to use internal agency IDs if these are already linked to legal name and
date of birth.

2 The IDl is a large research database containing longitudinal microdata about people, households, and businesses
from a wide range of government agencies including: Health, Education, Justice, IRD, MSD, DIA, and Statistics. For

more information see http./www.stats.qovt.nz/browse for_stats/snapshots-of-nz/integrated-data-infrastructure.aspx.
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Funding for How will the evaluation of the initiative be funded and how muchiis it
evaluation expected to cost? (including design of evaluation, collection of data,
analysing the results, writing up findings and publishing results?)

Dissemination of At what points will the evaluation results be available by? When will

MG GIEMLOELGIGIYN these be released publically? How will the results of the evaluation
it will be used be used to improve services or inform o;h?a /new mltlatlves’?/ ’)

2 The Investment Threshqfd
Assessment Framewoﬂc o

2.1 Overview

This section sets out the details of the mv;astment/threshold fand\thb_supportmg
assessment framework for Track 1 mnhaﬁvé:sa‘ndfhowt i Witk be;a’p;uhed to each of the
elements set out in Section 1 (set out in, Se\etgn 222 bt.éw)

The assessment framework will be ugeﬁd by Treasuhqaha ybur Vote Analyst to assess
the initiatives and provide advice tQ Budget M|n|s’te{\s\TJje investment threshold will be
set and the assessment frarfrework will be availab\re\iyfhe week beginning 21
November. /> - Y,

/} \/ (\ \:\ " \
The purpose of mclud@g{rqg’m the guﬁ)an(: {S,‘to provide visibility of how initiatives will
be assessed so lt may h\Jp. shape %genczes their proposals.

/-q_.\"

Agencies shoy!d> focus on the y\Fequirements outlined in section 1 above, which sets
out the expectaTonﬁfor the information to be provided in support of each Track 1

initiative gtﬁ“ls |Sé!so reflected in Te plate 1 which agencies need to fill out).
o NN

2.2 '[hedmrestm?nt Tﬁres/hold

QA/

The\p\urpese of the mu@s@ﬁent threshold is to asses overall confidence in the initiatives
ability to dellver,a multlple criteria so that the weli-rounded, high quality initiatives

are identified and Srted.

It will be a’n aocllmulatlon of minimum requirements for each of the criteria set out in
the fra,m(ewor%})elow

Whethehaa’ |n|tlat|ve meets the investment threshold and a summary of the assessors’
judgements will be reported to Budget Ministers. Initiatives which meet the investment
threshold will be weighted favourably by the Minister of Finance in discussions between
Budget Ministers and Cabinet.

The investment threshold will be set in early December and will be available to
agencies, along with the underpinning assessment framework so that this and the
feedback from the November Checkpoint can be considered to make a choice on
which track initiatives will go through in the Budget process.
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Ministers are required to make a decision about whether an initiative will be submitted
in Track 1 or Track 2 by Wednesday 14 December.

2.3 What will an initiative be assessed against (after January 31
submission)?

2.3.1 Alignment with Social Investment Prmcmle“s\) /?\

The first consideration for the Tresaury and the Social Invéqtn@\n{ p>anel is th/ét tge\/

initiative must align with the Social investment Pnnmpl;&f‘l‘he\k,ey prmlcples

defined by Cabinet) are set out in section 1.2. o ) % \x "x_,
\/\ \\ -

The final initiative should also provide a link to tbemitlatlve that we&aubgnt{ed at the

November Checkpoint (ie. it has been developed (nfa way that }scaQs tént with the

feedback received). If the initiative is S|gn|f|oantly }mfferent or som%h hg has changed

this should be signalled at 31 January m{,the ‘supportlng lnﬁ&matlan’ section of the

initiative template (Template 1). A \\/ ) 4 __}\ N

\ "\ / i~ .
" e S
et

2.3.2 Multi-Criteria Assessﬁhelff\ ‘_,« \‘;1

Assessment will be based on the ov\giafl conﬂdeﬁ n\tné proposed initiative to deliver
intended outcomes, ability gf eagency to mpleme ‘and deliver the initiative, based
on the supporting matenar\\\) / NS s

{ (/ P2 > \ il
The three criteria are’ @out below and\)/tgl&séss the specific elements introduced in
section 2 above: .~
¢ {“\ R o \\ J
1. Case for p@qge' C/on5|dersmaj§naf provided in the Type of Intervention and
Case for C\b\ange’ elements abeve.”
\ \ /‘\
2. Va!ﬂg-f}rv{nOney (‘igirﬁ;@matenal provided in the Confidence in Evidence and

Expecfed/ReturnSQ above
3. %Qlﬂmentah@rf 5 ectlveness Considers material provided in the
Implementaﬁ:on\and Sca/eab///ty and Understanding and Demonstrating
Effectlve(fassékg}nents above.
\ 5
ﬁ\?

|'
\
\
LY |
L

~—”
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The supporting material will be subject to the following criteria:

Case for Change

Criteria: Key features: Considers material

Intervention logic is an o Definition of the problem
evidence-based, systematic or opportunity.

and reasoned description of 4 pescription of the targe

the causal links between the population. a&
intervention and the

o Description of
intervention logi Q

An intervention logic
¢ Fit ofthe in e/ with EASEY .
identifies the activities 3’ \u@ (et
existing ) -

outcomes to be achieved.

required to achieve : = N
outcomes, risk factors within 1 i N sttt ot lcase
and beyond control.

Value-for-money

Considers material
alongside the provided for elements:

& : ,
\:q\;gBA template.

he Societal Rol is a
combination of monetised
impacts, un-monetised

Criteria:

Tﬁe;\// fue for-money. 7 impacts and the
judgenent is a Emaﬂ n assumptions underlying HARL
of Rol, absolut nd the impacts. o :
the confid in'the e The Government Rol o 1 onagt
eviden mpécts being calculates how much one
reahs@\ dollar of government

spending reduces fiscal

cost ie, the fiscal retumn
on investment.
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Implementation and Effectiveness

Criteria: Key features: Considers material
Impact evaluation is required e Fit-for-purpose evaluation provided for elements:

for capturing whether the plan (including impact)

impacts and assumptions o Capability and capacity of / ]
discussed in the CBA are the agency to deliver the {\\\,
realised. initiative (implementati “_‘J A0
Impact evaluations build the procurement and pr_\;e/\qtf\?\\%
long term evidence base for management) N

what works for whom inwhat 4 Reporting and v@uahon

contexts. points ( Z/w (, = N :
VN

Implementation and AN
evaluation plans provide @ \/ / ;Q\\
confidence that the returns <;\:\\7 DN
-, a s 0 <\" 5 P \'\\:}

articulated in the intervention NS \»\;\\
logic and CBA will be 9 NN

: Q\\ R
realised. \\ \f \\Q\«\*\\/

b

2.3.3 Importance of)as%imptlongﬂd\fudgement

Assessors will be con$1ﬁ r{@%e explicit assurﬁpnons judgements and evidence
supporting initiatives mt,hpw advice % ef Ministers. They will form the basis for the
confidence assessm\ght;wﬁlch un& ether that the initiative will achieve its
intended outc/e@es\ o

The assggﬁptl and Judgem\ents MI depend on the characteristics and proposed
approacb;fer ntervepftuk recommend engaging with your Vote Analyst and
SiU tcrcﬂs\c{a/é these key\é\s§u ptions and judgements ahead of submitting the

mﬂ@@g@ (—q\x\
2.3.4 Appll\&q\n to Pilots

The asse §1en{\of pilot-based initiatives will be scoped to the specifics of the initiative.
As outlin *lrf)sect’ ion 1, pilot initiatives may be unlikely to have an established
ewder?c base{in the specific context where it is proposed) and their main purpose is
to testc s)and apply learnings to introduce new programmes or improve existing

e

services.

The intervention logic will be a critical criteria for these initiatives and the monitoring
and response will need to be feasible and appropriate. A key focus will also be on how
the initiative or idea was developed (for example through design thinking or the
accelerator model).

The relative weighting of the assessment criteria will take into consideration whether it
is importing a programme from an overseas jurisdiction or is the application of an
outright trial of a new idea in a local setting.
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Additional requirements will be recommended by the Treasury if the initiative is funded
to provide for adequate accountability, governance and reporting arrangements for
these types of initiatives, which are likely to be captured in the Budget Cabinet paper in
April.

2.4 How an initiative will be assessed (after January 31
submission)? // ~ \/:_ A
(\ \ Q// 5 :\

2.4.1 Judgement based assessment AR (&)

\\\/
The Treasury will be completing an assessment on tﬁe fmtlatwes agamst th,e cﬂerla
outlined in section 2.2.2 above and independent expert Juagementsmlll be. épplled

based on the information submitted. /)L e S
""\ N J""--H,:-}- /‘::_\ “:qq“"/

The criteria will be used to determine an overé{t zcEre for the lhlﬁ ve Which will be
supported by qualitative advice. Budget MgLstersJﬁave th Lf\im\ate decision rights and
will make a judgement on whether the mltsatwe meets the |fivestment Threshold and

will be given priority consideration. cbn3|derat|ma§\a?tof this decision making
is how all the Track 1 initiatives lméa \o\n the debt targe‘t’or reducing net debt to
around 20% by 2020. N\ ) ( --\t_\g--\._:\\»\,_\/
o, TR
i TS Py Y
2.4.2 Moderation ( (QB \ ‘-\CF:;

-
As the assessment lncleqésfaflevel of quallt“atwe supportmg material, assumptions and
judgements, the Treaszl?i’y?wl Ikrun a moﬁ}raub’n/process to ensure consistency ahead
of the final advice bem@éwded to Budge\t Ministers.

~ AY \) P
This moderaﬂogp;océss will mé[Dda SUbJect matter experts across the multi-criteria to

support high quah ;and consste\a;iwce across the Track 1 initiatives.
'gn
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Track 1 Initiative Submission Template

This template seeks a summary of Track 1 initiatives going through Budget 2017. The template
is structured based on the following:

e Blue Fields: Should be completed by agencies and are a//gned with the six key efements
introduced in Section 1 (type of intervention, case for change, expected returns, <~
confidence in evidence, implementation and scalability, anti) undersfand/ng and '

demonstrating effectiveness). AN O\
o Grey Fields: Will be completed by Vote Analysts antl ﬁflgn W:th the mult/-cn‘tena
assessment framework outlined in Section 2. . e T4 \.\ N
Track 1 initiatives are due on 31 January 2017. Cpnta&ty Vote Ana’lysrqn thle first instance
with any queries. i § l & ‘x\_\v
Vote [Must match CFIS!}ét@ﬁtﬁ:\{( tisa croés E\Qency/ initiative, please list
all the Votes |mpz§c( ) o -..\ D
Responsible [Must match /Cf@Qet entry If it is(2 a, cg‘es\\r;"gency initiative, please list
Minister all the respohsLbie Ministers agl’& |den'qry if there is a lead Minister]
Initiative title [Must match\C!%Snet entry%?ﬂa hould be concise and provide a
clea; re&t{on of what thqm‘ﬁm;e is about.
Initiative CFiSn enﬁyﬁiﬁe description should outline what the
description —a\id/ al fundin 'Il%yle}ve in terms of outcomes/impacts/ results
CAnd start with “Thi funding will...”]
N

ame and extension number]

Responsible Vohe “\fP!e/ase pro<®a

Analyst /}_x{ S \ (
(

/

Funding Sough 2020121 2
unding Sought' | 7118 | 20181e | 201020 | 2020121 | 20211228 | L0
($m) outyears

Opdrating” S\
Capltal') <“'-\QI\\_"J " = - = & = =

PP
SUPPORTING INFORMATION AND CONTEXT

~ N
Pleaqé/ﬂp%iﬁ&any useful contextual information about the initiative (for example, whether
Cabin‘et\}-lpreviously considered the initiative or funded a similar initiative through previous
Budgets) and list of the supporting information provided to the Vote Analyst in addition to this
initiative template (eg, evaluation and implementation plan).

How does this initiative align with the social investment approach and has this been used and
applied with other previous interventions?

Is the initiative significantly different to what was submitted in the November check-point?
How has the feedback from the Social Investment Panel been taken into consideration and
used in the further development of the initiative?

[Agency to complete]
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VOTE ANALYST OVERVIEW

Please provide a description of how well the initiative aligns with social investment principles
(refer to section 1.2 of the guidance for a definition), whether the initiative has significantly
changed from the November check-point and an overall view of how well the initiative has
reflected feedback from the Social Investment Panel. Does the initiative have all the rejeyant
supporting information? C

4 \{0516 Analystrt@gtﬁple e

1. TYPE OF INTERVENTION

/"-—a::.\\

Refer to section 1.3.1 for guidance and explanatlor( \?\ﬁ)mqu}'rements

{ /} o x\
‘\\'/
,f—x\?\_‘{/ &Q gency to complete]

2. CASE FOR CHANGE

q:uf [Agency to complete]

CASE FOR CHANGE ASSESSMENT

Please provide nﬁen 3 on how We iflh}p\lf’atlve and supporting information addresses the

following: 5 \ \)
s Defi mﬂsq 3}}!}? roblem-ar oppo 5mty
ls@of the targenkohxfa}

(ET% the exi E’ytees provided to the identified target population and what
ap this i a;ﬁve \efps to address. Have other alternative options been
(ol nsndered'?

(3} Explanattd'\%\% utcomes expected as a result of the intervention (intervention logic)
and ryag) % evidence and assumptions underpinning this.

/Q\\b [Vote Analyst to complete]
\J

3. EXPECTED RETURNS

Agencies will need to complete a CBAx assessment for all Track 1 initiatives and fill out the
sections below on impact analysis.

Refer to section 1.3.3 for further guidance and explanation on requirements

[Agency to complete]

Budget 2017 Initiatives Process: Guidance for Agencies Preparing Track 1 Social Investment Initiatives | 21



ltem 1
Page 24 of 33

Impact Analysis

An explanation of who is impacted (winners and losers), what the impacts are (costs

and benefits), and when the impacts will be realised and for how long. The impacts
should be quantified and monetised if possible.

Discuss all of the impacts (costs and benefits) that the proposal wil J?ave on New Zealanﬂers
and the govemment.

e Describe the impacts (including financial, social and enyh%‘n%ngl /mpactéfr? aﬁ\you’
can identify, whether or not they can be quantified. Be c:g out whlqh mb‘:.g?dﬁﬂls or
groups will be affected, how and when. /f’& 7

¢ Include primary and flow-on (secondary) impacts—For ln:s\faﬁce a pro‘hbs\ltb ﬁa/n
individuals to get employment may increase th /ﬁrr(:on;e and als&hayé a secondary
impact on their use of health services. This (6/!)\53& . also also make refere‘r%e\jlb the
intervention logic outlined earlier in the tgmpi\at&f / \

e Quantify these impacts if possible. Fp 1[15@1796 ‘numb oz’ e ency visits avoided’,
or ‘client waiting times reduced by me‘dﬁyou can \a\ etise the impacts by
converting them info a dollar valué, X Nngney savi d‘f(am uced emergency visits’.
Ranges may also be used, wrtﬁ‘v(dj}ranges in f@ﬁq re uncertainty.

\./\‘

e The CBAx spreadsheet t?oLc\an help/ you estim %Ilar value impacts of policy
changes, drawing from & mg:n n databas of/?rﬁpa values. The impacts presented
should be the addmo/ ! pos /z and ne ct of the proposal, compared to what

would happen if ﬂ}&ym,g\ doesn’t /o\ahg\ad,l (the counterfactual).

Discuss the assu}npkgn.s and evii e/\ formmg your analysis of these impacts. This

should draw &T {g m rmation (pmsada‘d\as part of the intervention logic. Assess how

strong th r;? iencé is, and how‘we € results can be applied to this proposal. Be

specific a u{}f" effective th\pbzg‘:s assumed to be across different groups (eg, is

ther qus impact fd}\gll S dents on a training programme, or only the ones who

c 9\ course }\D:}c\g’sjg which assumptions have the greatest impact on the
/@SB{S ﬁour analys

{:oant Rat Tox%w&;aratlve purposes, all initiatives should use the 6% real

discount ratt I: detati default, and do a sensitivity analysis with a 3% real discount rate (the

rounded rj: ‘if\zet;mfé) A project-specific rate can also be added where this is warranted
o
>

(talk to /{7 ‘Analyst if you want to add another discount rate).

& "
-
\_

\
L ) 2
)
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Impact Summary Table
All monetised and non-monetised impacts should be listed

Fill out the table below fo summarise the costs and benefits of the proposal. Delete the
illustrative example. The impacts might differ, so consider other impacts than those in the
illustration. Summarise the assumptions and evidence that inform your assessment each
impact.

Start by including the estimated impact on key outcomes. Thi sh\\oq/ pé the blgg—eﬁ /m%
immediate impact. If this impact can be converted into mon yaft},es inclu th@‘se,v’alues
in the next part of the table (govermnment/wider society be ﬁ?(s an\b costs). AlSoNAC clude
unquantified impacts on people or the govemment, and t e\ﬁ&va/ cost of ,thg Imb?"’ﬁ?; the
example below, the key impact is on employment cg@mes which crgates.ﬁ ts for the
govemment (reduced welfare spending) and rr‘?ﬂ Isq‘\haher /ncome)‘\{s Il as

unquantified impacts on mental health and ed tfé{f N ( Fﬁ:} A

Present any monetary impacts (mc/udmg;ﬁrﬁs 1‘ ost) inp, senr (a}u‘e (PV) terms using
the discount rates above. This converts fé(gxe\.t\c 35 flows :méz /s-tollar terms and
enables comparison between lnlt/atlveg\w different patt(gm “bosts and benefits over time.
Treasury’s CBA guide explains PV, calculaté\‘t\n fr?e detail. The CBAx
spreadsheet tool also has a simple’ ua?su ﬁtor you céh useitb,conve/t your initiative cost info a
PV.

\\ ~»./
You can include an addl @/} /én or scz;uadﬂ\aghéw how impacts change with different

assumptions or policy s

Calculate the net preé fife (NPV) Nmrlatlve using all the monetised benefits and
costs set out in thg‘lmpaa) ummary 1 féb e.below. This NPV calculation won't include
unquantified b pd “costs. Y@\ca{zgscuss how unquantified impacts affect your
assessment. g pb/gﬁr’should use a\‘S{}-@ear time perniod for their NPV calculation.

/ \\/\\\ O\ §
L4 //, \ “‘\\\',/
e A \V 7
(O LY/ \\\ S
W s =7 W
\\\\._.) [\ /\—- ("'\\/
- ._\\ '\.,'_. ’II]
,>\\\ S~
_ f} S
,-/,) Ry
N
/—Q\ L4
N TN
(ON\\VY
\"'n,,_//
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Impact Summary Table (Please add and delete rows for impacts as
appropriate, and colour code

Impacts - Identify Option/ Assumptions and evidence (quantify if possible, and Evidence

and list scenario use ranges where appropriate) certainty?

Sm present value, for
monetised impacts

Estimated impact on key outcomes

Cost of the Initiative

Government Benefits/(Costs)

Total Quantified
Government Impact

Societal Impact

Net Present Value of
Total Quantified Sccietal
Impacts

3 Rate your level of confidence in the assumptions and evidence as high (green) if based on significant research and
evaluations that is applicable, medium (amber) if based on reasonable evidence and data, or low (red) if there is
little relevant evidence. Colour the rating box for each impact.
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DELETE this illustrative fictional example Impact Summary Table (using the CBAx tool and
database for NPVs)

Impacts - Identify and list
Sm present value,
for monetised impacts

Option/scenario | Assumptions and evidence Certainty?

-- (quantify if possible, and use ranges where appropriate}

Estimated impact on key outcomes

Increased employment 72 - Expect 18% of pamcnpaﬁts” {oqet info work after one:
outcomes percent another 18% of pa nts to gbfmto work &fter.two years. This is
points relative to counte a@@ 0 employmeff ?[H@if}dwuduals The
success rat enences seieraﬂ verseas countries,
with New Ze to be assessE\A es only 25% of

income f

nt etc eff?is w‘jf ongoing employment.

Cost of the Initiative

Fiscal operating and capital
costs of the initiative®

?)nlot Annual operating

(11.0) - -
N e'ars, and $6 million one-off.

Government Benefits/(Costs)

Additional tax revenue 1.0 0) Assumes 18%. fﬁaﬁ’@oants move from benefit to eaming the
(adjusted to 25%) @2/ minimurn (ﬂ and another 18% earn an average wage for
>N\ ) someone'wlth a)level 4-6 trade, with 25% adjustment. Marginal tax
(_:;“ﬁ\/ i ax on the Jobseeker Support benefit.
Reduction in Jobseeker Q"sxié_/ - ASsin on-going reduction in benefit payments for 36% of the

Support benefit /' \?((J (: arJ{\ S,
Reduction in healthand ¢ @ 2 %ﬂ@s proxy for flow-on reduction in health and justice sector
c

justice sector costs as s. Assumes for all participants: emergency department visits are

\\ /\/ educed from 3 to 2 visits annually for 25 years, and police hours are
/} ( \\\/ reduced from 5 to 3 hours annually for 10 years.

Total Quantn" 1(3 & The main assumptions relate to employment outcomes, and the
Government I = length of these.

Extra personal income } \\ 4

generated (after tax, and e

adjusted to 25%) /?/} \>

Costs of attending NN
. gn\e& =

Mental health impro Large

Improved education Modest
outcomes for children

- Assumes 18% of participants move from benefit to eaming the

4

minimum weekly wage and another 18% eam an average wage for
someone with a level 4-6 trade, with 25% adjustment.

There are short term costs to individuals of attending.

International evidence finds that moving into work can improve
mental health outcomes. Limited New Zealand evidence.

Having parents who are unemployed for more than 2 years makes
children 30% less likely to pass NCEA 2. Intergenerational impacts.

Rate your level of confidence in the assumptions and evidence as high (green) if based on significant

research and evaluations that is applicable, medium (amber) if based on reasonable evidence and
data, or low (red) if there is little relevant evidence. Colour the rating box for each impact.

This present value of the initiative costs, including both operating and where relevant capital spending, should be

included for all initiatives. Other fiscal flow-on costs and benefits that are not included in the initiative costs are to be

set out in a separate row.
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Total Quantified Wider 44 - Wider societal impacts arise mainly from employment assumptions:
Societal Impact income/mental health and impacts for participants' children.

Net Present Value of Total 5 . i
Quantified Societal Impacts

&% e (
{ N4 _/\_\>\J ﬁ\\"\,(\
£ NN s
/\"\_\\ s \ V‘)(\/}
: N, \/

AN AL >
S T DY
4?/2/?/' K’@\:‘?
(X 2/
QL &
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Summary of monetised results [only fill this out if you have monetised costs and benefits]

Fill this table out with the NPV, benefit cost ratio and return on investment for your initiative. These can all be
calculated with the information you included in the summary table above, and is available in the CBAx Output
Summary (NB totals can vary due to rounding). We ask you to present all these measures, because they each
provide a different perspective.

Use ranges for values where appropriate Discount Rate
6% real (default) 3% real (sen itivity)

Net Present Value (NPV)? $5m SO/ 8m (¢ L
Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR)? 1.45 (1.45=$16m /$] %‘\/\ X.X {/rx xﬁ))
/ $x. X}“J‘“f >
Retum on Investment (ROI) - Societal Total 8  1.45 (1.45= / %%) ¢ \g} X. i v%x xm/
C } —
Return on Investment (ROI) ~ Government? 1.05 (0!8&}1( $11. Om), T \xzx(xx $xxm/
\ \ ) Bxxm)

\.

E NN /> N

Supporting Evidence
ie, the bibliography

N

To substantiate assumptions and ce@/t} ratlngs ea§e include links to supporting analysis
or evidence here with refere@ﬂpe analysis E*rh the intervention logic. This
should include references e research, eva lon~an data sources that informed your
assumptions, for mstancé/ tf’ e effectlvér[’ess\rét& and the counterfactual. Set out the
New Zealand and mte@&e}n denco/@ e g’;sumptnons This could set out the
evaluation opttons(,lmked;ﬁ /lhe mﬂmtlg&‘&g mptlons especially if the evidence is limited.

2 N,

~ \ \x/.,__, AN ;»
AN L / ‘\\ M ._\— -
&SN Oy
™ ,-/r\\./ \\\z
SO / L >
] g Pt !
e G S,
o 7 N S AT
s D 4 W R W
s N R
AF "N S
\
L
7

AN

6  Net Presern \élﬂ\(rR’V) The NPV is the sum of the discounted benefits, less the sum of the
discountéed vmastss Lvelatlve to the counterfactual). This gives a dollar value representing the marginal
|mp?/ckon thécollectlve living standards of all New Zealanders of the initiative, in today's dollar terms.

7 Benef’l\\cost ﬁatlo (BCR) - The BCR is the ratio of total discounted benefits to the total discounted
costs: ~AP  proposal with a BCR greater than 1.0 has a positive impact, because the benefits exceed the
costs. The BCR is the same as the Return on Investment Societal Total, unless there are negative
impacts in addition to the fiscal cost of the initiative. All negative impacts are included in the
denominator for the BCR measure.

8 Return on Investment (ROI) - Societal Total - Calculate the ROI by dividing the discounted net
change in wider societal impact, including benefits to government, by the discounted cost of the
initiative. This can be interpreted as the impact for New Zealanders per dollar the government spends
on the initiative, eg, for every $1 the government spends on this programme, New Zealanders receive
benefits of $3.

9 Return on Investment {ROIl) = Government —~ Calculate the ROl by dividing the discounted net change in impact for

the government by the discounted cost of the initiative. This measures the discounted net marginal (fiscal) benefits
to the govemment.
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4. CONFIDENCE IN EVIDENCE

This should reflect the quality and strength of evidence presented to support the
effectiveness of the intervention and implementation in the New Zealand context.

Refer to section 1.3.4 for further guidance and explanation on requirements

9, /2
[Agency to complete] (.;\.\(/2 %, /,.S/‘\}\:}

VALUE-FOR-MONEY ASSESSMENT

Please provide a comment on how well the initiatrv?anq suppo?tmg mforrr@!on affdresses
the following: >

o What is the Rol and NPV scare, and are thé é:s’ tions and 1ud§‘a}he§s around
expected outcomes reasonabie/clearly (ei [ame v,m the mp%ctsummary tables?

o The Societal Rol is a combination of ffienetise mpacts@n—monef sed impacts and the
assumptions underlying the mpa(cts"“@\u\at}yes will nqed to aemonstrate a societal ROI of

at least 2. \ > O \\7’ >

e The Government Rol calculaté&how‘ uch oned \tﬁwemment spending reduces
fiscal cost ie, the fiscal re,t{f_“ investment P'Eét\/‘q) will need to demonstrate a
Government ROI of at easf“fL < N

S \/ { R \\J
/ ' )
( :f?’“\v 4 ?/j\——/ [Vote Analyst to complete]

5. IMPLEME'\JTA"IOH AND SCALARILITY

This section.sho !d detail what is req\l?ed to implement the initiative and the critical success

factor;«fé’,e sQre/successiul\mp ntation in the New Zealand context. it should also

co d@(\how%emsmn ako‘tmi:;x:almg up (or down) will be made and what the key decision
qn& é{g/ﬁease me implementation/procurement plan as supporting

mfo?'rqhtlon to thls fémp a}e if available.

Refer to sectlam 3\6 Ior’further guidance and explanation on requirements

X\
')’ [Agency to complete]

6. UNDERSTANDING AND DEMONSTRATING EFFECTIVNESS

This section should detail how the outcomes of the intervention will be measured and how
performance will be monitored and evaluated. Please attach an evaluation plan as
supporting information to this template if available.

Refer to section 1.3.5 for further guidance and explanation on requirements

[Agency to complete]
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IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS ASSESSMENT

Please provide a comment on how well the initiative and supporting information addresses
the following:

o Fit-for-purpose impact evaluation plan with consideration of how the initiative will be
evaluated as it is implemented rather than just ex-post.

%
¢ Capability and capacity of the agency to deliver the initiative (‘l/ré% entation, pmé
management and procurement). This should also take into'eonsideration the @s

s
ibility for sga@nﬁw

5 OQED W@t to complete]

Four Year Plan and previous track record.
= Does the implementation and evaluation plan allow 43%

LN
<\ //;/ >\'/ ( Q
/f ‘\\ V// /-‘&E_J/
A /¢
RN ) A&
NNV .f%z\b}
AT i %
\:\"\\*\> -:\/\\‘ N i il
\\ _J ‘.:' f‘\l\‘ .\\'\ N
gt J—{:"\.\\“\. \Q}
/ ::\ , / ) \->* o
\\Q) ) X i
{"f &2 = /::\\ \‘\)
AN AS\ND )
= ~ 0%
{:\\\i‘;&% a'H_“‘:""*\%/
5 N A AN, S/
N NN
Ny N
o Vi
ANV, R
(D / e ¢
& Q/> 5 \b"“‘*
QNG
\\/ = V%
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Template 2: 15-year initiative impact
excel spreadsheet

This template can be found in CFISnet ;
15 year impacts (nominal) table (
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s

Meals } Doss pot mest

* A target population is ilonified, howewer s not
specific and broady defined.

wdss hat supparts he Intervention fogi bit i
not sufficient o provide confidence in the iniative,

+ |denttes axisting services provded for the
|conifad trgel poputaton.

= Cloerly states outcomesAmpacts a3 2 result of
te Gopx) The assumpfons veed s
pert of the interveniion Jogic ane broad andfor not

+ The counter-factust T cloerly defined.

* Sets out the monetised and non-monetised
costs and benetts for the lnikaive.

+ The Retum on Investment estmated is positve
oversd.

> The

the expected reluns are oplmisic or not stated.

* The svidence (qualiatve ancior quantisive) s
Nmited or provides low confidence.

= Success rates are supporied by some
quakiative andior quandiative evidence

+ Sensitivity analysis completad based cn e
‘standerd 8% and %

Does i Use Inform=bon & lechnology b betier understand the peeds of peaple who roly On Social services & set out what
|servicet they are cumendly receiving?
|Coes 1t systemancally measure the of services, $0 we know well and for whom, and feed these

MRMWWM’MMMMMbMMMWnMd
| whether they are provided by government or non-government argsnisasions?

3,
+ A'dear problem or spporiunty idens3ed
supporied by some evidence.

* Ameciie target popuiation, inchudng
segmentson andfor cohart groups.

* Evidence (quaitative andior quantiaive) hat
apports e latervention logic.

+ Kantfies existing services provided ke o
Tdentfied targef pauiafion and why there s stif 8
Munwvﬁaﬁﬁ:%wh
address,

::-:C-ummum.u
assumplions Sat underin &

o Acknowledges the mcsmploes. critiell
Success faclors of the bttty

+ The counter-factissf T clearly defived and
sstabiishod the sarginal kupacts of the intiaive

+ Sets out the monetised and non-monetised
gosts and benedts lor the

o sef out any

Investment Threshold: Assessment Framework

{Social Inrvestment Panef's feedback and recormmendations reAected hercj.

{Vole Analyst io comment on ihe November Checkpont feedback and if any changes or foodbeck hashas nol been redected).

-Adupfeuunu'ﬂuﬂ-d
supported by & mix of qualtly evidance (on inpact,
process and contex)

* A gpeciic target population, mchuding
‘segmentxtion andfor cohort groxps.

+ Evidence {quekiabve andior quanttsive) that

address, How does this 1 within a plpeiine of

/3 need ox a gap which this intiabve heps o

Interventons?

= Cloarly aresutol

the inerventon {logic} wih the evidence and
that underpin

o Indicalors for the ouicomes,

= Acknowledges the criticel assurmptions, risks,
criical success factors and lrakations of the

+ The counter-factus B clearly desined and
established the marginal impacis of the inltiatve

* Sets out the monetized and non-monetised
costs and benefits for the intatve.

* The Returm on investment estimated is not

(R
— ;\) fess thon.

- Societal ROL-5
- Govt ROV 2

+ The assumptions and judgements relaied o

the expeciod rens are clsarly stated and
reasonable and appropriale.

provides a high level of certainly and confidence.

’f* + The avidence (qualiaive andbr quantiative)

= Sticcess rates are supported by quaiiative
and/or quantiive evidsnce.

+ Sensitivity analysis of the following ks
considered:

- Longthilze of the benets
- Success rates

el
ie. how the eveluation Intrmmation Js going fo be
used for heure decision-naking.

» I approgriate, mncludes process and

* Implementation roadmap setting out:
- Specific tmeirames and indicaiors,
- Docesion poinis,
- Detsled cost breatdown.
f - implementation risks and how they wi be

& maraged,
- For piiats, considerabon of an &t plan once
the priat has been delivered.

» Clear dexcription of decision points kr scaling
up AND down, weth approprisis gavemance

» High confidence in (# agency's capability to
deffver he intative succoeshily

+ Acknowledges the assumptions, cokical
success faciors and KmitaSions for
implementuon.

inchude

Jucgemends

(Voie Analyst and
oroderaiors o sel oul any
Jodgements andr

aseumpons thot affect the
score)

(Volo Analyst

w about e

This may

ragarding aspects of ihe inlBative, such a5 report backs, elc).




