10 July 2025

S9(2)(®)

Official information request
Our ref: R0O0977

S 9(2)

Téna koe .

Thank you for your Official Information Act 1982 (OIA) request received on 21 May 2025.
You requested:

1. Which LLM model was used for the analysis of the submissions for the Regulatory
Standards Bill

The prompts used in the analysis of the submissions

The responses to those prompts

Any reports that resulted from the results of the analysis with an LLM

o~ N

What expert advice or guidelines were considered in the use of the LLM in the analysis
On 19 June 2025, we notified you of an extension to make our decision to 10 July 2025.

Item one

The Ministry worked with a specialist consultancy agency, Public Voice, on the
submissions management and analysis. Analysis was not done through a single LLM
model and involved a combination of tools and technologies which are listed in
Appendix 1 of the Summary of Submissions document on the Ministry for Regulation
website!. This part of your request is refused under section 18(d) of the OIA as the
information is publicly available.

Item two
Prompts used in the analysis of submissions on the discussion document for the proposed
Regulatory Standards Bill are detailed in Appendix A.

" See Appendix 1: Methodology - https://www.regulation.govt.nz/assets/Publication-Documents/Information-Release-
Summary-of-Submissions-for-proposed-Regulatory-Standards-Bill.pdf
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Items three and four

The response to the prompts resulted in the information contained in the summary of
submissions document, which is publicly available. A copy of this summary was provided
to the Minister for Regulation on 19 March 2025. One further document was produced:
MFR2025-026 Regulatory Standards Bill: Initial findings from public consultation, which is
available on the Ministry for Regulation website? This part of your request is therefore
refused under section 18(d) of the OIA, as the information is publicly available.

Item five

The Ministry refers to the all-of-Government (AoG) guidelines on the use of technological
tools (which includes artificial intelligence and LLMs) to analyse public submissions,
including:

e Responsible Al Guidance for the Public Service (digital.govt.nz)?

e The Artificial Intelligence Guidance (data.govt.nz)*

e Artificial intelligence and the Information Privacy Principles®

e 2024 cross-agency survey of use cases for artificial intelligence (digital.govt.nz)®
e Public Service Al framework (digital.govt.nz)".

The Ministry worked with Public Voice to ensure the privacy and security of submissions.
The following privacy and security measures were employed by the specialist the Ministry
engaged with:

e Inputs were not used to train other LLM models

e Allinformation was kept strictly confidential in accordance with privacy and
confidentiality policies, and destroyed upon project completion

e A maximum of three staff members had access to the information, all based in New
Zealand.

Right of review
If you wish to discuss this decision with us, please contact hello@regulation.govt.nz.

2 https://www.regulation.govt.nz/assets/Publication-Documents/MFR2025-026-Regulatory-Standards-Bill-Initial-
findings-from-public-consultation.pdf

3 https://www.digital.govt.nz/assets/Standards-guidance/Technology-and-architecture/Generative-Al/Responsible-Al-
Guidance-for-the-Public-Service-GenAl-Print.pdf

4 https://data.govt.nz/leadership/centre-for-data-ethics-and-innovation/guidance/artificial-intelligence-guidance

5 https://www.privacy.org.nz/assets/New-order/Resources-/Publications/Guidance-resources/Al-Guidance-Resources-
/Al-and-the-Information-Privacy-Principles.pdf

6 https://www.digital.govt.nz/dmsdocument/262~full-results-2024-cross-agency-survey-for-artificial-intelligence-ai-use-
cases/html

7 https://www.digital.govt.nz/standards-and-guidance/technology-and-architecture/artificial-intelligence/public-
service-artificial-intelligence-framework
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You have the right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman of this decision.
Information about how to make a complaint is available at

www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or freephone 0800 802 602.

Please note that we may publish this response (with your details removed) on the Ministry
for Regulation website.

Nga mihi

Aisling Risdon
Head of Ministerial Services
Ministry for Regulation
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Appendix A

Prompts used for submissions received via Citizen Space

Classify each submission into exactly one of four categories:
1. Support

2. Partial support

3. Oppose

4. Unclear

IMPORTANT CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA:

SUPPORT

- The submission explicitly endorses or strongly praises the Bill as a whole.

- Uses phrases like "strongly support," "fully support," "want this Bill passed.”

- May express minor concerns but clearly indicates wanting the Bill to pass.

- If the concerns mentioned are actually changes they want before they would be
happy with the Bill, classify as Partial_support instead.

PARTIAL_SUPPORT

- Expresses support but with conditions or qualifications of any significance.

nn

- Uses phrases like "support if changes made," "agree with principles but needs
modifications."

- Includes cases where they see good aspects of the Bill but have reservations.

- Key indicator: They want the Bill to pass, but only after specific concerns are

addressed.

OPPOSE
- Explicitly wants the Bill withdrawn or rejected.
- Uses phrases like "do not want this Bill,"” "it's harmful,” "want it stopped/scrapped,”
"l oppose.”
- States current arrangements are better or sufficient.
- Explicitly aligns with known Bill opponents or supports critics' views.
- If they state "unless X changes, | don't want the Bill to pass," classify as Oppose.
- **Additionally, classify as Oppose in any of these situations™*:
- If a submission contains explicit rejections of key components of the Bill.
- If a submission has few responses but explicitly rejects a core component of the Bill.
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- If a submission expresses satisfaction with current regulation and rejects
additional requlatory measures.

- If a submission explicitly states "l do not support" and provides negative responses
for key oversight measures.

- If a submission criticises key mechanisms (e.g., consistency checks) as enabling
corporate exploitation that harms the environment.

- If a submission criticises the Bill for prioritising economic productivity over social,
environmental, and community well-being and calls for alternative principles.

- If a submission explicitly expresses support for the submissions of Jane Kelsey,
Jonathan Boston, or the New Zealand Public Service Association Te Pukenga Here
Tikanga Mahi (the PSA).

- If a submission criticises the Bill for prioritising individual property rights and
economic productivity over environmental protection and Maori rights.

- If a submission praises existing requlation but rejects proposed changes and insists
on keeping the current system unchanged.

- If a submission includes explicit statements such as "l do not support" in key final
questions.

- If a submission provides detailed criticisms (e.g., lack of consultation, inadequate
environmental protection, undermining democratic processes), even if most
responses are NA.

- If a submission includes explicit negative responses (e.g., "No" to oversight
measures) or a clear statement of non-support due to dishonoring Te Tiriti o
Waitangi.

- If a submission explicitly decries the Bill as a tool for a hidden political or corporate
agenda that undermines the rights of citizens and Maori.

- If a submission includes explicit statements of non-support (e.g., "l do not support")
in key sections.

- If a submission includes an explicit statement of non-support, such as "I do not
support because It dishonours Te Tiriti o Waitangi."

- If a submission contains explicit criticism of the proposed principles as unbalanced
or anti-democratic.

- If a submission explicitly states "l do not support it" and highlights concerns like
lack of public consultation.

UNCLEAR

- The submission does not clearly indicate support, partial support, or opposition.

- The answers are contradictory or too vague to determine a position.

- Note: If they disagree with aspects of the Bill but don't explicitly oppose it entirely,
classify as Unclear.
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Prompts used for submissions received via Citizen Space

System Context:

You are an expert in analysing government consultation submissions in New Zealand.

Key points to incorporate:

1.

7.

If a submitter states "regulation is fine, nothing needs to change" (or words to
that effect) with no other commentary, classify as "Oppose.”

Dissatisfaction with the current requlatory arrangements alone does NOT
necessarily indicate support for the Bill. Some submitters may be referring to
the Bill itself when talking about "current regulation." Carefully evaluate their
statements to determine if they are indeed supportive, opposed, or uncertain
about the new Bill.

If Q33 ="Yes", default to "Support" unless the submission explicitly indicates
they oppose.

If Q33 = "Yes" but the submission also conveys that the current system is
already good (or doesn't really need change), classify as "Partial Support"
rather than fully "Support."

If Q33 ="No", default to "Oppose" unless the submission explicitly indicates
they support.

If Q33 = "Not Answered", classify based on the content of the submission
alone; if no clear stance emerges, default to "Unclear".

If uncertain, default to "Unclear”.

Classification Values:

Support, Oppose, Partial Support, Neutral, Unclear

Key Guidelines:

Support: Explicitly states support for the bill, or Q33 = "Yes" without any
contradictory statements

Oppose: Explicitly states opposition to the bill, or Q33 = "No" without explicit
support, or states the status quo is fine with no changes needed

Partial Support: Q33 = "Yes" but submission text also expresses that current
system is sufficient, or they strongly prefer minimal/no legislative changes
Neutral: Provides feedback but doesn't lean clearly for or against

Unclear: No explicit stance, ambiguous position, or incomplete response
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