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Summary of options considered for addressing the problem 
Option One (status quo): Introduce no legislative change and, on a case-by-case basis, 
consider implementing a human element when practicable or when there is uncertainty about 
Inland Revenue’s current use of ADM. 
 
Option Two (preferred): Introduce a broadly framed prospective legislative provision clarifying 
that the Commissioner may use ADM. The provision would authorise an automated electronic 
system to make a decision by analysing information held by Inland Revenue about a person and 
applying rules predetermined by the Commissioner. Alongside this provision, there should be 
requirements that:  

o Inland Revenue develop ADM safeguards for operational use 
o the Office of the Privacy Commissioner and the Human Rights Commission are 

consulted with in the approval of these safeguards 
o the safeguards are based on specific principles1 and these principles are explicitly 

named in legislation 
o the safeguards are reviewed at least every three years, and 
o the safeguards ae published on the Inland Revenue website. 

 
Inland Revenue’s safeguards should be modelled on the ADM standard and legislative 
safeguards in the Social Security Act 2018. The consistency with the ADM provisions in the Social 
Security Act would help mitigate public concern about Inland Revenue’s use of ADM. 
 
Option Three: Introduce a targeted legislative provision that would only authorise the use of 
ADM in some circumstances. 
 
Is the Minister’s preferred option in the Cabinet paper the same as the preferred option in 
the RAS? 
Yes 
 
Summary of the main benefits of the Minister’s preferred option 
A broadly framed legislative provision would enable appropriate, extended future use of ADM to 
achieve the efficiencies sought by the Government.  
 
The main benefits of extended use of ADM are: 

o improved service to customers by ensuring fast, consistent decision-making and the 
ability to interact with the taxation system outside standard business hours, and 

o for Inland Revenue, the ability to automate high volume tasks that involve clear rules-
based decision-making thereby reducing administrative costs and improving the speed 
and consistency of decision-making.    

 
A broadly framed provision would also provide certainty for Inland Revenue’s current use of 
ADM removing the need to potentially add a human touch into these processes.  
 
 
 

 
1 Improve efficiency and effectiveness of decision-making; accuracy and reliability; neutrality and non-
discrimination; legal, privacy, and policy considerations; transparency and accountability, human 
oversight, compliance and assurance. 
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7.  
  

8.  
 

 
 

 

What objectives are sought in relation to the policy problem? 
 

9. The first objective is to provide legal certainty to allow Inland Revenue to widen its use of 
ADM in future when appropriate processes are identified, and risks to Inland Revenue and 
the customer are low. This would allow the benefits of ADM to be increasingly realised. 

10. The second objective is to clarify that Inland Revenue has authority to use ADM, when 
appropriate, in its current operational processes.  

 
What external consultation has been undertaken? 

 

11. Two rounds of consultation were carried out, the first on the proposal to introduce a broadly 
framed ADM enabling provision and a non-legislative requirement for Inland Revenue to 
develop ADM safeguards, and the second principally regarding draft ADM safeguards. The 
Initial consultation was with eleven selected government agencies4 and the second 
included six targeted external organisations.5 Feedback was received via email and in 
meetings with the five organisations6 who requested this. 

First round of consultation 

12. Feedback varied on whether a broadly framed provision was appropriate, with some 
agencies preferring a more targeted approach. The Office of the Privacy Commissioner 
(OPC) preferred a more targeted approach, arguing this would enable a case-by-case 
assessment of benefits, risks, and social licence of the policy case for each use of ADM. 
OPC also preferred that the legislation include a requirement to develop ADM safeguards, 
as did Crown Law and the population agencies. In principle, concerns were also raised that 
increased use of ADM could disproportionately affect marginalised and under-represented 
communities. 

13. Following feedback from the initial consultation, the preferred option and the advice to the 
Minister was amended to add a recommendation that if legislation was enacted, that it 
should include a requirement for Inland Revenue to develop ADM safeguards.7  

 

 
4 The Treasury, Law Commission, Ministry for Regulation, Ministry of Justice, Office of the Privacy 
Commissioner, Crown Law, Ministry of Social Development, population agencies (Te Puni Kokiri, Ministry 
for Ethnic Communities, Ministry for Women, Ministry of Disabled People). 
5 New Zealand Law Society, Law Commission, Community Law, Māori Reference Group, Māori Law 
Society, Human Rights Commission. 
6 Māori Reference Group, Crown Law, Office of the Privacy Commissioner, Law Commission, Ministry for 
Ethnic Communities. 
7 The safeguards are discussed in detail in paragraphs 28 and 50 of this RAS. 
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o the Office of the Privacy Commissioner and the Human Rights Commission are 
consulted with in the approval of these safeguards  

o the safeguards include specific principles and that these principles are explicitly named 
in legislation 

o the safeguards are reviewed at least every three years, and 

o the safeguards are published on the Inland Revenue website. 

28. The ADM safeguards contain seven key principles intended to act as a standard that Inland 
Revenue uses when considering, implementing, and maintaining the use of ADM in its 
processes. It is essential to uphold a standard of use for ADM, allowing the ability to realise 
its benefits and manage the potential risks associated with its use. The principles have 
been modelled on the Ministry of Social Development’s ADM Standard, consider the 
existing Public Service AI Framework, and apply learnings from the Australian Royal 
Commission into the Robodebt9 scheme. The seven ADM principles are:  

o Improve efficiency and effectiveness of decision-making. Must be balanced against 
factors such as cost, operational changes required, and the impact of the decision 
on those affected before ADM is implemented.  

o Accuracy and reliability. Must be assessed before ADM is implemented to ensure 
that it produces expected results at all times.  

o Neutrality and non-discrimination. Must be assessed before ADM is implemented.  

o Legal, privacy, and policy considerations. ADM use must uphold the integrity of the 
tax system and comply with the laws and requirements set out within the Tax 
Administration Act and Privacy Act 2020.  

o Transparency and accountability. Must ensure accessible points of contact for 
customers and provide accountability measures before ADM is implemented.  

o Human oversight. ADM is limited to systems that make or implement decisions 
automatically following fixed logic and must not extend to systems involving 
learning or predicting, etc (such as generative AI).  

o Compliance and assurance. Regular monitoring and compliance must be carried 
out to ensure applications of ADM continues to meet the requirements of these 
safeguards.  

29. The safeguards, along with the consistency with the ADM provisions in the Social Security 
Act will help mitigate public concern about Inland Revenue’s use of ADM, by reassuring the 
public that there are limitations to the situations in which Inland Revenue can use ADM and 
that the Government is taking a consistent approach to the use of ADM. Existing customer 
rights in regard to challenging or disputing any decision made by Inland Revenue would also 
not be affected by any decision made by ADM. 

 

 
9 The Australian Royal Commission was established in August 2022 in response to public criticism of a 
robodebt scheme and it reported in July 2023. The robodebt scheme was designed in 2015 to recover 
overpayments from welfare recipients from 2011 through to 2019. The scheme was underpinned by ADM 
and a data-matching program involving the Australian Taxation Office and the Department of Human 
Services. 
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Option Three – Targeted ADM enabling provision 

30. The third option is to introduce a targeted legislative provision that would only authorise the 
use of ADM in some circumstances. Although this would provide certainty for Inland 
Revenue’s current use of ADM, it is not preferred because it would not provide flexibility for 
broader future use of ADM. This would mean that any additional proposed use of ADM by 
Inland Revenue in the future would require further legislative change and would reduce the 
benefits able to be achieved. 
 

All proposed options take international learnings into account 

31. Findings from the Australian Robodebt scheme have been considered throughout the 
process and the options proposed all have elements that help mitigate this risk. The 
preferred option has the most robust mitigation framework in place by requiring ADM 
safeguards to be developed in consultation with the Office of the Privacy Commissioner 
and Human Rights Commission, named in legislation, and published so that they are 
accessible to the public. The proposed safeguards would further mitigate the risk by:  

o limiting the use of ADM to decisions that are clear rules-based decisions, not using 
it in situations when complex judgements are required to be made, and 

o ensuring humans would be responsible for setting the rules for any ADM system to 
use, rather than AI setting the rules or making the decisions. 

32. Targeted consultation on the draft safeguards has been undertaken with both agencies and 
select external groups that have previously displayed interest in the use of ADM by 
government. Feedback has been considered and will be used to continue development of 
the safeguards. Discussion on the implementation of the safeguards can be found in 
paragraph 50. 

33. The legislative and operational safeguards will work together with Inland Revenue’s existing 
experience using ADM to prevent a situation occurring whereby ADM could be used to make 
decisions requiring complex judgment, and that could significantly impact the public. 
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o Reduced administrative costs. Automation reduces the need for manual processing 
of routine tasks, allowing organisations to handle larger workloads without 
proportionally increasing staff resources. Automating routine operational tasks can 
also free up staff to concentrate on higher-value, more complex tasks. 

o Greater speed and efficiency. Using ADM means decisions can be made almost 
instantly, greatly reducing processing times. 

o More consistent decision-making. Similar cases are treated according to the same 
rules, reducing variation that can arise when different staff members make 
decisions. This can improve fairness and predictability for customers. 

o Improved accuracy. ADM can reduce human errors such as calculation mistakes, 
data-entry errors, or inconsistent application of rules. 

o Improved service delivery. Customers receive faster responses and greater 
certainty about outcomes because decisions are made more quickly and 
consistently. 

37. The level of the benefits realised from ADM will depend upon how widely it is used. 
Transitioning different tasks or processes to ADM will deliver varying levels of benefit that 
will depend on the volume of each task and the amount of human effort currently required. 
It is therefore not possible at this stage to quantify the benefits of ADM. 
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Implementation costs Unquantified Low. Each task transitioned to ADM 
will have a one-off implementation 
cost, which is expected to be low.  

One-off Policy analysis and Inland 
Revenue operational 
experience. 

Ongoing administrative 
costs 

n/a n/a n/a  

Total annual costs n/a n/a n/a  

Total one-off costs     

Net impacts compared with taking no action 

Total annual benefits 
minus costs 

Unquantified Expected to be positive overall. 
Ongoing benefits are expected to 
outweigh low initial implementation 
costs. 

Ongoing Overall cost-benefit 
assessment. 

Total one-off benefits 
minus costs 

n/a Expected to be slightly negative or 
neutral. One-off implementation 
costs are expected to be low and met 
within existing baselines. 

One-off Overall cost-benefit 
assessment. 







 

17 
 

[IR USE ONLY IN-CONFIDENCE] 

However, when implemented with appropriate 
safeguards, the use of ADM is expected to improve the 
experience and accessibility of services in the tax system, 
including for disabled people.  
The proposal requires the development of ADM 
safeguards to include consideration, management, and 
mitigation of bias and discrimination. Those safeguards 
will require Inland Revenue to provide effective 
communication channels (including for disabled people) 
through which people can challenge decisions made by 
ADM. 

Ethnic communities Impact should be the same as 
the status quo/counterfactual 

While the proposals in this RAS will not be targeted to 
people from ethnic communities, Inland Revenue’s 
overall use of ADM, if not implemented appropriately, 
may have a greater impact on ethnic communities 
depending on which tasks are automated.  
However, when implemented with appropriate 
safeguards, the use of ADM is expected to improve the 
experience and accessibility of services in the tax system, 
including for members of ethnic communities.  
The proposal requires the development of ADM 
safeguards to include consideration, management, and 
mitigation of bias and discrimination. 

Policy analysis, Inland Revenue 
operational experience and 
targeted consultation. 
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expand the use of ADM until the safeguards are finalised and published. This is to 
communicate certainty that the safeguards and their application are being taken seriously 
by Inland Revenue. The safeguards must be reviewed at least every three years to ensure 
they are still fit for purpose as technology, public perception, and expectations shift. 

51. The safeguards include a principle that requires compliance and assurance through regular 
monitoring, proportionate to the risks involved with each application of ADM. Monitoring will 
include ensuring the ADM continues to produce consistent results and to ensure neutrality 
and non-discrimination are considered throughout the process. This should include 
consideration on whether ADM processes are producing disproportionate, unexpected or 
inequitable outcomes for different groups such as Māori, when this can be assessed 
appropriately. 

52. If regular monitoring identifies issues, these issues must either be corrected as soon as 
practicable or addressed through incorporating human involvement into the process 
(meaning it would no longer be an automated decision). Corrections should not be limited 
to ADM processes, but include changes to the underlying data, operational guidance, 
human review settings or the level of assurance applied. 

53. Inland Revenue will perform a compliance review at least once every three years or more 
frequently (based on the nature and level of risk connected to the process) to ensure that 
any ADM approved under the safeguards continues to comply with the requirements of the 
safeguards. This will include periodic reviews of the criteria used by ADM, to ensure they are 
still producing decisions that are lawful, consistent, and appropriate. 

 

 




