12 FEB 2020

On 15 January 2020, you emailed the Ministry requesting, under the Official
Information Act 1982, the following information:

‘Please may I have a copy of "REP/19/7/675 - Families Package Monitoring and
Impact Evaluation” mentioned in the answer to Written Question 45165?°

Please find attached the requested report REP/19/7/675 - Families Package Monitoring
and Impact Evaluation dated 30 July 2019.

You will note the report announces on page 2, that a first-year monitoring report would
be provided by September 2019. This report has been published, and is available on
the following link:

https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-
resources/evaluation/family-packages/families-package-monitoring-report-2019-
main-report-nov.pdf

There is an additional report, dated 25 September 2019, regarding the first-year
monitoring report for the Families Package (REP/19/9/946). 1 have decided to release
this document to you as well to ensure you are given comprehensive information.

You will note that the names of individuals are withheld under section 9(2)(a) of the
Act in order to protect the privacy of natural persons. The need to protect the privacy
of these individuals outweighs any public interest in this information.

The principles and purposes of the Official Information Act 1982 under which you made
your request are:

e to create greater openness and transparency about the plans, work and
activities of the Government,

o to increase the ability of the public to participate in the making and
administration of our laws and policies and

o to lead to greater accountability in the conduct of public affairs.

This Ministry fully supports those principles and purposes. The Ministry therefore
intends to make the information contained in this letter and any attached documents
available to the wider public. The Ministry will do this by publishing this letter and
attachments on the Ministry of Social Development’s website. Your personal details
will be deleted and the Ministry will not publish any information that would identify you
as the person who requested the information.
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If you wish to discuss this response with us, please feel free to contact
OIA Requests@msd.govt.nz,

If you are not satisfied with this response, you have the right to seek an investigation
and review by the Ombudsman. Information about how to make a complaint is
available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 0800 802 602.

Yours sincerely

¥ @~

Rob Hodgson
General Manager, Insights MSD
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v MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
i DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Date: 30 July 2019 Security Level: IN CONFIDE E

To: Hon Carmel Sepuloni, Minister for Social Developmy;Q

Families Package Monitoring and Impa%ﬁvaluatlon . \?

Purpose of the report :
1 The purpose of this report is to provide youizlﬂ

e an overview of existing pieces of wotk
we expect the Families Package ¢

will be mo 1(?% utco)mes that
“v“ " A

¢ advice on evaluating the lmp(\c the pack g tcomes, including an
overview of impact evaluatic ch s and tle and questions we
plan to prioritise. n\j ?

2 A paper that provides
the Families Packag

Executive summa

f‘/t monitori i eceipt of the components of
i l to you in é; émb 2019.

3  Given the e ch the F Kage was prepared, no detailed planning
or fundin f on acc anl d its development in late 2017. The Ministry of
Socn v I t (MS e tly secured $450,000 to evaluate the Families

,000 in 202 aQ¢ 300,000 In 2021/22).
4 he p g set qut in thi ’\port requires a large work programme. As we scope in
re |I |t is snble that some of the questions or outcomes of interest will not
Ie to b e given the limited funding available to us. We are exploring
ad itional u e anisms for resourcing the work and options for encouraging

) L other in this area and will keep you updated on progress.
5 i down the funding currently allocated, we plan to prioritise questions

understandmg the causal quantitative impact of the Families Package.

address questions about people’s qualitative experience of components of the
&(kage through other research and evaluation work programmes across
ernment,

\ 7> Guided by the opportunities that exist for impact evaluation and the availability of

existing data, we consider the following questions should be priorities for further
exploration of feasibility, scope and cost:

e« How did family incomes, before and after housing costs, change with the
Families Package?

¢ What was the impact of increased assistance for families in the Families Package
on poverty, material wellbeing, parental employment, and selected self-reported
wellbeing measures?

*» What was the impact of the July 2018 Families Package changes in support for
families with babies and toddlers on incomes, parental employment, and
selected Indicators of parent and child wellbeing available from linked
administrative data?
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¢ What was the impact of the Winter Energy Payment on indicators of hardship,
hospitalisations and other outcomes?

e What was the impact of the Families Package Accommodation Supplement area
changes on housing outcomes, including rents?

e What was the impact of the changes in financial incentives for people receiving
benefit on employment and benefit receipt?

To the extent possible, studies addressing these questions will use outcome
measures that align with those used in existing monitoring activities across
government, and will explore the impact the package has for Maori, for Pactﬂc
people, and for other sub-groups of the population.

We have consulted with the Child Poverty and Child Wellbeing Upits in-the
Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, The Treasury, Inland eve(;:)ge, "MBIE, Te
Puni Kokiri, the Ministry for Pacific Peoples, Oranga Tamariki-Mini Childrer, -
the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Housing and Urban evelo t the cual

Investment Agency, and the Maori and Pacific responslv 55 teams withi {
developing the questions. '
-led

Going forwards a cross-agency reference group be e btished
work programme to help further refine the | past evat a ion n ensure
eva

co-ordination with related monitoring, res@ c and Iuatto p t agencies
are undertaking using other funding strea

The impact evaluation questions e% requnre a\lar rge\work programme. As

we scope In more detail, it is po ome of stions or outcomes of

interest will not be able t gtven t g nding available to us. We

are exploring additional f mech nisms-for, n the work and options for
ilMeep you updated on

progress.

encouraging others té h in this are\/ah

Recommended(% \ } ‘;
tha : \\\

It is recommeride

luati
g}ermi}:\e/faeas'buhty, co Aand cost

“note that’

w \aVe ‘devel pgd a Set ofpriority impact evaluation questions in
\n ent’agencies guided by the opportunities for impact

d the availabili Pexxstmg data, but further work is required to

er refine the impact evaluation questions with advice from a
Cross- ége ence group, taking account of related evaluation projects that other
agena re p dertaking using other funding streams

,ag/r\ee »that we will provide you with:

3.1 a first-year monitoring report on receipt of the components of the Families
Package, in September 2019

3.2 an update on the impact evaluation questions as they are further refined and
finalised

3.3 monitoring reports in September 2020 and September 2021, including updates on
results to date and upcoming impact evaluation projects, and an update on related
evaluation projects that other agencies are undertaking using other funding
streams

3.4 a final synthesis report in December 2022 drawing on the work undertaken across
government.
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4 forward this report to the Minister for Child Poverty Reduction, the Minister of
Finance, the Minister of Housing, the Minister of Health, the Minister for Maori
Development, the Minister of Revenue, the Minister for Workplace Relations and
Safety, the Minister for Children, the Minister of Employment, the Minister for Paciﬁc
Peoples and the Minister for Women.
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Background

12 The Families Package was announced in December 2017 and mostly introduced in
2018. It comprised:

¢ increases to the maximum amounts payable for Accommodation Supplement
and Accommodation Benefit for students, and updates to the Accommodation
Supplement areas that qualify recipients for higher levels of maximum payment
to better reflect rental costs, effective from 1 April 2018

e increases to a number of existing payments for families with dependent chlldren,
effective from 1 July 2018 (Family Tax Credit, Foster Care Allowance Qrphan s
Benefit and Unsupported Child’s Benefit)

» introduction of two new payments, effective from 1 July 2018 (th’e ééstStart tax |
credit for families with children born or due to be born aftef 1 July. 2018, and, the
Winter Energy Payment for those in receipt of a main- beneﬂt New Zealand \\
Superannuation or a Veteran’s Pension)

« extension of the length of paid parental leave f’@'n ’Weeks to 22 weeks
effective from 1 July 2018, and from 22 to 26 Ge/ks ffective from 1 July
2020.! , L))

13 Regulatory Impact Statements prepared for. the. Ig}ckage prow ed detauls of the
changes and the monitoring that woul Ken for some components. Given
the speed with which the package wa: repa ed, they cdntaine detailed planning
for evaluation.23 E’

M

\

14 The Ministry of Social Deve men ) subse{qqenﬁy &ecnred $450,000 to

evaluate the Families Pa 150 000 in 0 /21 éﬁd $300,000 in 2021/22
[REP/18/3/347 refers @ O
15 This is a modest ev u get c th¥ overall cost of the package. We

indicated in ou a ie u} sider a focus on outcomes to be a
better use of I| ldation n extensive evaluation of the

implementa of Packa e funding would be focussed on evaluating
the g a- ti pact of {REP/18/11/1555 refers].
16 s questio s\ \t‘pe ple's qualitative experience of components of the
pack gh other resegé and evaluation work programmes across
D

, ver t For@x mple, is strengthening its focus on understanding client
r nce 'with communities through hui and talanoa. This will

ide oppo thm es gain qualitative insights.

' Robertson, G. (2017). Families Package Factsheet.

https://treasury.aovt.nz/sites/default/files/2018-02/families-package-decl7 .odf

2 The Treasury (2017). Families Package Regulatory Impact Statement.
https://treasury.qovt.n2/sites/ default/files/2018-01/ria-tsy-fp-dec1?7.pdf

3 MBIE (2017). Increasing Paid Parental Leave Regulatory Impact Statement.
leave
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What would we expect the result of the package to be?

17 The Regulatory Impact Statement prepared for the Families Package set out its
overarching objectives, which were to:

e deliver more money to families with children
e reduce child poverty

« free up fiscal resources to fund this package and to contribute to further
investments in housing, health, education, and other priorities through-the
repeal of the Budget 2017 tax cuts.®

18 Implementation of the Families Package was estimated to result in an avgrqge
increase in financial support of $75 a week for 384,000 families watﬁgj:uldren\,n
2020/21 (relative to policy settings prior to the package).®

19 The most recent Treasury modeliing (undertaken for Budget 2019) rOJects that b}/
2019/20 the Families Package will reduce the number o.fﬁek}rldren I|§>| g in househo
earning below 50 percent of the median household ince

e  before housing costs by between 40,000 an 6:2/,090 ‘ 7
e after housing costs by between 46,000 nd

20 Based on existing international ev:dence, ul xpect nc es in mcome
and reduction in poverty that result fr m\ F (r/ull/es P
improvement in outcomes for both and adults. these positive

effects would be expected to redtiee d i les in ou&o tween Maori, Pacific
people and other ethnic groyps, i equalltles m‘ore nerally, and could

improve social cohesion o~

21 A summary of fmdc reéeht reviews, of thls e\uﬂence is as follows:
« An mcreas (}:ome would be expected to affect multiple outcomes for
children a s ) )

¢ Evidens o sal po t\ € ct of increased income on outcomes for
chlldr fagest fi r% e development and school achievement, and the
~next sty ng t evidence o social and behavioural development.

. ”{ncre m income bngger positive effect on life course outcomes in low-
\ in; me famlkes compa d with higher income families.

b . (Evidenc the lack of ability to purchase resources for children and
d children are both pathways by which low income
ve outcomes.

ta causal positive effect of income on outcomes for adults is
\ strongést for mental health.

LA 'Enjefging evidence is also suggestive of positive effects in reducing child
‘ neglect, reducing involvement with child protection services, and reducing

© > domestic abuse.®

“The Treasury (2017). Families Package Regulatory Impact Statement.
> Robertson, G. (2017). Families Package Factsheet.
hitps://treasury.govt.nz/sites/ default/files/2018-02/families-packaqe-decl7.pdf

& Cooper, K. & Stewart, K., 2017. Does money affect children’s outcomes? An update. CASEpaper
203, London School of Economics, United Kingdom.
http://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper203.pdf; MSD (2018). Rapid Evidence Review: The
impact of poverty on life course outcomes for children, and the likely effect of increasing the
adequacy of welfare benefits. hitps://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-
work/publications-reseurces/information-releases/weag-report-release/rapid-evidence-review-
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22

23

24

25

26

The international evidence available does not allow us to anticipate the size of the
effects of increasing income.

There is evidence that parental leave has economic and social benefits, including
reduced child poverty, and a positive impact on child cognitive development, child
health, economic growth and labour force participation.?

Paid leave and job security promotes economic growth as it reduces the time mothers
remain outside the labour market, and helps improve women’s attachment to the
labour market over time. It supports newborn development by allowing for full-time
personal care, which is particularly important in the first six months. Wit oGP paid
parental leave, many parents cannot afford to take as much time off wo kgs}é
desirable for family and child wellbeing.®

We have reviewed existing evidence on the causal impacts of p y/;%e {\Mth some
similarities to Best Start. Only a very small number of robust dle Qv\; Yound
These suggest potential for Best Start to:

e change mothers’ post-birth empioyment patterns, reduémg employment dunng
the eligibility period but strengthening connec (o] emplbyment i suh_se uent

years (when working in combination with paid‘paren a\>leave c(v/\e R
¢ improve educational achievement for ch/d% from the mgst Q:}n aged
families N\ )
¢ impact on the birth rate in the rfo\\Q‘ ‘, aﬂd on of\births around
about the implementation date%f\cih:\u clear w nen's total
completed fertility would b chang 1{%
The Regulatory Impact S e that th ll ckage as a whole was
expected to have a net ne at mpact on. l due to the increase in
transfer payments a i dle mcome g people to achieve a given
urs, ifthat eit

preference)?, and due to higher
n some ¢a ng the financial return from an

income level with f

effective margi )
extra hour of /.’.

) J— -—;—X—&—*——Al _—_ = - — —_

«\,

meCmnacuf_nmny_m_u

T

the-adequacy-of-welfare-benef.pdf: Oranga Tamarnkl (2019) Research Bnef How Do Welfare and
Tax Settings Affect Children’s Involvement with Child Protective Services?

https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/research/latest-research/welfare-and-tax-settings

he Treasury (2003). Work and Family Balance: An Economic View; OECD (2007) Babies and
Bosses - Reconciling Work and Family Life: A Synthesis of Findings for OECD Countries.

8 MBIE (2017) Increasing Paid Parental Leave Regulatory Impact Statement.

ory-impact-statement-increasing-paid-parental-
leave

% For example, the design of the Winter Energy Payment creates a situation where some

beneficiaries become worse off when they earn additional income in a particular income range,
thereby creating disincentives to moving into work or increasing hours of work, aithough the scale
of this problem was expected to be modest relative to other disincentives in the system.

0 The Treasury (2017). Families Package Regulatory Impact Statement.

-fp-decl?.pdf
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Monitoring outcomes

27 A number of pieces of work already underway will be monitoring outcomes that the
Families Package might influence. These include the following:

¢ Annual Stats NZ reports on child poverty measures. These reports are
required under the Child Poverty Reduction Act 2018. Stats NZ has made
improvements to the data source for measuring child poverty in the future.
These improvements were implemented in the 2018/19 Household Economic
Survey, which was collected between July 2018 and June 2019. Bas:/n
estimates to be used by government for setting 3- and 10-year tar {j
reduction of child poverty for three primary measures specified i Act were
released on 2 April 2019.1! First child poverty results from the20 /19 -
Household Economic Survey will be available early in 2020 E‘Y

« MSD’s annual Incomes Report and companion repou’t’\)\E terial ‘
hardship.!? This will use the same methods as the Stats NZ reports but will '
cover a much wider range of population groups (Q st children), and-a wnder
range of themes. First child results using the Q/Jiﬁ\l:/sehold Economlc
Survey will be available in 2020. ;

e Child and Youth Wellbeing Annual rt\ e/\mdre
the responsible Minister to prepare 4\ nual e ort to &g

achievement of the outcomes of outh in \Strategy The

first report is due early in 202 eport ir\g will include

data on a set of child and y gs mdlc(a osed suite of 36
S

“;'

@1 . reqmres
‘\ ol

child and youth wellbemg in 1 at d me, corisidered by Cabinet
Social Wellbeing Com e uly 20 n in the published Child
and Youth Wellbeln y - likely n August/September 2019.
A more detalle e Child a Ibemg Indicators, including
most recently a wdl || n late 2019.

o The Ann@ i€s’and h Report formerly prepared by
Supery a g_u h reports on measures linked to a Family
Wellbej @?e anau Rangatnratanga Framework. A key focus of

programm r g the quality and availability of wellbeing data
i{%:/;mnly and

s Indicato tearoa New Zealand - Nga Tutohu Aotearoa.
Tr}e mdlca ors will cover current wellbeing, future wellbeing (what is being left
behind enerations), and the impact New Zealand is having on the
rest fS% nd will include measures of homelessness, housing
a o>§ an quality, and overcrowding. The frequency of measurement
anes ch indicator with some being measured monthly and others up to

Indlcators for which information is currently available will be
d with data by mid-2019.13

easury's Living Standards Framework dashboard of indicators provides
an integrated system for measuring wellbeing.* It is made up of three sections:
Our people, Our country and Our future. The Our people section describes the
distribution of wellbeing across nine domains for different population groups of

) New Zealanders. Measures are presented by: sex, age, ethnicity, family type,

"' See https://www.stats.covt.nz/news/child-poverty-statistics-released

12 See https://www.msd.qovt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-
resources/monitoring/household-incomes/index.htm!

'3 See https://wellbeingindicators.stats.qgovt.nz/
"4 See https://treasury.qovt.nz/sites/default/files/2018-11/Isf-introducing-dashboard-dec18.pdf
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region, hours worked and neighbourhood deprivation. The framework and the
dashboard will be reviewed and updated by Treasury in 2021.

¢ The Child Poverty Monitor maintained by the New Zealand Child and Youth
Epidemiology Service tracks child poverty-related indicators, including data from
health, housing and education.®

e MSD has also begun work to develop measures to respond to
Recommendation 5 from the report of the Welfare Expert Advisory
Group, which was that MSD and Inland Revenue should publish yearly
information on key outcomes for those interacting with the welfare s {yée/é
These measures include information about full and correct entitler

ke-up
rates of payments, employment outcomes, the impact of employ {pp/\rts
and services, and after-tax and abatement earnings. \

¢ The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBI ) is momtormg the

uptake of paid parental leave following the Famili Package changes. Labow
Inspectorate and MBIE Service Centre activities w }3 be utilised to ko
monitor and evaluate the policy changes. A sp csx a within the~LQ
Inspectorate is closely involved with analysn ap ng com @
applications. They will therefore be abl de on sp that
arise from the changes via case mana %re Ra hcant \e§} entre
can provide more general data derwed Q}mpioyer, em e\@ self-

employed applicants’ enquiries.'®

Evaluating the impact of the. pack%\on outcoﬂ\}es \

Challenges

28

29

30

ion is to addra§§ the; qUestIon - what difference did
tcomes? :

The challenge for impac

the Families Packag

This question can @ red by/ srfﬁply tracking monitoring data on outcomes
before and aft r@9~ as i &uced 'rh.s is because a range of other factors

i trl uted t ch e outcomes that occur. Other policy changes

V\e ribute ngside labour market, housing market, migration,
dCeconomit thanges. »

C Uatioh needs to estimate the counterfactual - it needs

ppened had a policy, or its component parts, never

egn uﬁ oduced. ‘With a poli¢y change like the Families Package, which was not

are likely

demog/;}!p

tr a\l/(ed/, ' r_im’ ntal’ impact evaluation methods will need to be used.
Ohe kind<QRg i-experimental impact evaluation method involves estimating
‘differénce ifferences’, where changes before and after a policy change are

ed oups affected and unaffected by the change, or for groups affected in
%vv ‘i/s by the change

p vnde good evidence of causal impacts when using a difference-in-differences
ethod, researchers need to provide convincing evidence that the estimates are

ebust, and not accounted for by other factors. For example, they need to show that
the groups affected and unaffected by the change were experiencing ‘common trends’
before the policy change, that there is little or no potential bias introduced by people
shifting between the groups being compared as a result of the change, and that other
factors affecting the groups around the same time cannot explain the patterning of
results.

'S See https://www.childpoverty.orq.nz/l/#/

6 MBIE (2017). Increasing Paid Parental Leave Regulatory Impact Statement.
https://treasury.govt.nz/publications/risa/requlatory -impact-statement-increasing-paid-parental-
ieave
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33

Another quasi-experimental impact evaluation method involves comparing the
outcomes of individuals on either side of a threshold for eligibility for payments. The
intuition being that individuals close to, but on either side of, the threshold are
comparable. Again, to provide robust evidence of causal impacts, this requires
providing convincing evidence that, for example, the results are not explained by
other factors or by bias introduced by people shifting between groups eligible and
ineligible for the payments as a result of the policy change being evaluated.

Opportunities

34

35

36

37

38

Impact evaluat
exploration

39

42

Because of the challenges we face in producing robust evidence, it will ncg/fé \
possible to answer all the questions the Government has about the impact ‘of thHe
Families Package. "N\

Impacts on some outcomes may be lagged and the policy may ,@e s”hﬁﬁhe,l*or larger ‘.. \
additive effects over time. For some outcomes that are of intefest, we will not sea an.
impact in the time scale covered by the evaluation funding. \ A\

However, there are some opportunities to use quasi-e n'EntaI impact eVaithioF\ )
methods to understand some of the impacts of the ge-becCause different parts of
the package affected different individuals and fam| gs{’fh ifferent w gs. O\
ec tatsNZ

In combination with developments in the d@{ %{t@ro% ‘
Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI), this<{p {% e good’o o_rt_unities to
understand the difference that parts e e/made. NN O

29
Particular strengths of the IDI lie inﬁk@lity to IIng%o le‘s;own responses to
questions about their economic u s, emp and’wellbeing in, for
example, the Household Eco omwg, Hou@ \ r Force Survey or the
General Soclal Survey, w'tifigwinis ive ga he
Families Package enti/ené ts. ?ese de-i d 1
opportunities to ex e thempact of peli

o\/} : N\

il/,e/\tnon

s understand their
&P

When dia Rg’ ie $4SQ,{1 | ted to MSD to evaluate the Families Package,
we ref/p?e taking a pragny \ ach which involves:
credible ans

pose
se to prioritise for further

g,ss”hg our effort stions for which we have an opportunity to produce
using glasi-experimental methods

.: \ rs
& v Ebeussi ,ﬁ;{\}cﬁs for which established measures are already available

itising the evaluation questions set out below for further exploration

fron@g atd sources, both before and after the package’s introduction.

We propasepri
0 e{% ope and cost. These questions:
s \address knowledge gaps for Aotearoa New Zealand

) ¢« are important questions to address in order to inform future policy development.

Ineach case, we will examine what the impacts are for Maori, Pacific people and
other ethnic groups. To the extent possible, we will also examine impacts for other
sub-groups defined by, for example, age group, income level, gender, urban versus
rural area, benefit receipt and employment status.

The first of the questions will not be able to address the causal impact of the
package, but is an important initial building block.
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44

45

46

47

Question 1: Providing the context - how did family incomes, before and after
housing costs, change with the Families Package?'

The opportunity: A great deal of analysis has already been done to project the
change in incomes that would occur with the Families Package. We will look at what

actually occurred.

An initial analysis using MSD data will consider people supported by benefit and

compare actual payments and residual incomes with simulations of what would have
occurred without the Families Package. It will update and expand work we previously
published in June 2017 on The impact of rising costs on Accommodation S p/ement
recipients.'® We will also undertake analysis of what happened to hard%p}\s’\stance

and Temporary Additional Support following the implementation of the
Package. Results from this initial work will be available in 2020. T

extended by looking at changes in incomes for Families Packag ts not
supported by benefit. ‘\3

Question 2;: What was the impact of increase &s
children in the Families Package on poverty, elibei
employment, and selected self—reported well x’g mea sur <

The opportunity: overall, the package mc es of n@gle income
families with dependent children by more h group ulation. We
propose to undertake a difference-i élff s study t tlrﬁh the impact of this
differential income gain on pove itv(ag ellbei \E % ployment, and
selected measures of wellbemg ilab m da c s.Such as the linked survey
data in the IDI, and the H/e gy) 055|ble - §|mental control groups
include single and partnef Ie Mtho?ﬂ&&e single and partnered people
with children who ar i or over too old to qualify the family

for Famities Packa

Qutcomes include: incomes before and after housing cgs %\

ncefor famf\%l h o

i %‘ de! ? r"example measures of poverty,
material hards t[;gj al em ental mental health and parental and
ical™ nd lifega tion. The detailed measures used will align with
de r outco % ing frameworks that have already been
05 example led\a d Youth Wellbeing monitoring, Indicators
Zealand, an Treasury s Living Standards Framework).

was the |mpact of the July 2018 changes in support for
an toddlers on parental employment and selected

l\t& ave and the removal of the Parental Tax Credlt also occurred on 1 July
'\l’hls package of changes offers a ‘natural experiment’, the impact of which

Id be estimated by comparing outcomes for those born just before and just after
the eligibility cut off using difference-in-difference or regression discontinuity
methods.

'7 Addressing Question 1 will help MSD broaden the evidence base in relation to the incomes of

MSD's clients, and lay the groundwork for developing a measure for monitoring total incomes, as
per Recommendation 5 from the report of the Welfare Expert Advisory Group.

'® See https://www.msd.qovt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-
) Z Jation- I i ind |

19 The Best Start tax credit was announced on 8th November 2017. This means that for those

children born up to around the middle of August 2018 there was no possibility of the conception
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49 Best Start cannot be paid in weeks when paid parental leave is received. This feature
of the package, together with the abolition of Parental Tax Credit which happened at
the same time as the Best Start was introduced, and the income testing of Best Start
in the second and third years of the child’s life, means the net income gains from the
package, and the time that income gain is received, varies across groups. A particular
focus of the study would be on understanding how the policy package impacted on
different groups.

50 The study could be extended to fook those families with children born either side of
the second extension of paid parental leave to be introduced in July 2020.

51 The size of the study populations is too small for self-reported measures of wéﬂbemg
available from data sources such as the linked survey data in the IDI t }\esed/’h
the analysis. This study would instead focus on indicative measures. av la frém
linked administrative data.?

52 Outcomes that could be considered for parents include: incomes and post-birth :
employment patterns; outcomes that could be consadere /foq children include: \
breast-feeding rates, post-neonatal infant mortality, l missions a-& ild
protection service involvement. The study could also utcomes-fonold

Wtﬁ omes for Tlog‘s \??they
Ionger»térm loyment
outcomes for parents.
Question 4: What was the impact 6\? th r Energy yment on
indicators of hardship, hospntaln a | other
53 The opportunity: Winter Energy P \ s ma e l| be’%everyone in receipt
of a main benefit, New Zealand S uation s Pension. It pays $450
a year for single peopie % 0 for coup o dependent children with
%;. their ho r by increasing the amount of
fference in-differences or other
methods that e i Ilq))rl‘ty discanti ui d be used to estimate the impact of

siblings. It could be updated at a later stage to lo
reach Before-School-Check and school age, aheht

54 or adults include: expenditure on heating, receipt

of h/r ip\assistance, er?o utcomes that could be considered for children

and(a i {ude win e‘ ital admissions, measures of wellbeing available from

data o uch as the \ urvey data in the IDI, and the Health Survey.

Qh esti was the'impact of the Accommodation Supplement area
Qﬁ es on

ﬁo comes, including rents?

' S e oppofkty » updatmg of the Accommodation Supplement areas provides
scop f‘7e n%{gmg the impact of changing the maximum payment available to
pch ihg outcomes. This could build on an earlier analysis published in 2018
r\)ed a 2005 Accommodation Supplement change that resulted in an

aximum entitlement for residents within a given area relative to those
The analysis exploited the natural experiment created by this policy change
used difference-in-differences methods to evaluate whether this led to higher

rents being paid by recipients inside the area.?

of the child having been influenced by the policy (avoiding the potential for bias being introduced
by people shifting between the groups eligible and ineligible as a result of the change). Our review
of evidence suggests some potential for shifts in the timing of births in the two or so weeks
around the timing of an introduction or abolition of a post-natal payment and care would be taken
to explore this possibility and exclude births within this ‘birth shifting” window if necessary.

2 The Oranga Tamariki Wellbeing Model provides a useful set of measures,

2 Results showed that increases in allowances led to small increases in rental payments. Just over
one-third of the increase in the Accommodation Supplement and related payments was absorbed
by rent increases. This implies that almost two-thirds of the increase in housing subsidies
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56 Qutcomes that could be considered include: rents, residual incomes, receipt of
hardship assistance, demand for public housing, household crowding and
affordability, housing quality.

Question 6: What was the impact of the changes in financial incentives for
people receiving benefit on employment and benefit receipt?

57 The opportunity: The Families Package as a whole changed financial incentives in
different ways for different groups of people receiving benefit. There are a number of
ways that the impacts of the policy change could be investigated using quasu-
experimental analysis.

58 Qutcomes that could be considered include: employment, benefit receip
Limitations

59 The proposed impact evaluations make the best use of the av 1% rtumtles\ fo
quasi-experimental methods to be applied. However, these metho requu’e many
assumptions to be met, and as we examine feasibility, i d prove tmposﬁto >
meet these assumptions and establish causal impac?

60 An important additional limitation is that the stu ‘es,w”ﬁ b onstra e data
that are available for analysis. This means thatth VU)/ ot be 2& E some
measures relevant to whanau and famlly @ cause A b}\ 22 and will
not fook at impacts on society more broa i acts o n/sQ jal & sfﬁ\) because
the quasi-experimental opportunitie av iab late to eutcom fc;)' ndividuals.

61 Both survey and linked admlnls have || ti ng and these will need to be
carefully considered when exam \ﬁ ility. a t ISSUE to consider is the
degree to which these da urate nformatlon on key

outcomes, mcludmg hous&e! ol comes, me distribution.
62 Finally, in focussin Vh ltat i«é € package on measurable
|st

outcomes for w | a are ayai he proposed studies do not address
questions abo alltat erl nce of the package. (For example, is the
Families P ka ts co powermg to families and whanau? How
aware are\t

applic/f'lon roces es pri nities to access other support?)

63 Asn %)
< rese:}r\}

Expl ring ad tts\nu dmg mechanisms

avanab\)%0> e components7 Do contact points in the

il addrex ions about qualitative experience through other
d evaluation w rogrammes across government.

) ) 64 The imp tslo questions set out above require a large work programme. As
the woﬂi&i d in more detail, it is possible that some of the questions or
o‘utcpme;ﬁ( gtérest will not be able to be addressed given the limited funding

: -available_to 'us.

benefited recipients in the form of higher after-housing costs incomes. Given the data available, it
was not possible to establish the extent to which these measured rent increases were the result of
recipients being able to afford to spend more on housing (possibly leading to lower levels of
crowding), or if the policy allowed landlords to increase rents (possibly due to increased housing
demand). See https://motu.nz/our-work/population-and-labour/individual-and-group-
outcomes/do-housing-allowances-increase-rents-evidence-from-a-discrete-policy-change/

22 See For example, in its 2017 report, Superu identified the quality of interpersonal relationships -
individuals’ perceptions of how well their whanau get along and the level of whanau support -
as among the most significant factors associated with whanau wellbeing. Data on this measure
is not collected with enough regularity to support analysis of the impact of the Families
Package on them. See https://thehub.sia.govt.nz/resources/families-and-whanay-s
re - 7/
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65 1n addition, the Families Package opens up opportunities for a range of other policy-
relevant quantitative research questions to be addressed, in addition to the impact
evaluation questions we propose prioritising.

66 We are exploring additional funding mechanisms and options for encouraging others
to do research in this area and will keep you updated on progress.

Consultation

67 We have consulted with the Child Poverty and Child Wellbeing Units in the
Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, The Treasury, Intand Revenue/ﬁIE Te
Puni Kokiri, Ministry for Pacific Peoples, Oranga Tamariki-Ministry for dr,eﬁ}the
Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Housing and Urban Development, th
Investment Agency, and the Maori and Pacific responsiveness teams w?% 2\
developing the advice set out in this briefing. -

Next steps N\ Y | \

68 As we go forward, a cross-agency reference group H b/asf lished for.this MSD-"
led work programme to help further refine the s oft eat}valua i0 uestl ns,
and ensure co-ordination with related momtormg< and evq#uamo ]ec
that agencies are undertaking using other fi nfzﬁg )

)
69 MSD will lead the work to further explor /Febv buhtg scope an osts in.ednsultation
with the cross-agency reference groug~W Ktheh wc:))\ h Whlch projects will
be completed in-house and which w/Ql\ee\pmg\/red thro exte I contracts, or

involve research collaboration wntkijf prartg;@i

70 Most work will get underw. hen-funding beco qb!e in 2020/21 ($150,000)

and 2021/22 ($300,000): of changes in incomes of
MSD clients using base€lin | g This m 2019.
with:

71 We will report to yo n/S> mber 2
o An up@;\w)o%ng Ipt of the Families Package
ateron)

rends <?am outcomes the Families Package would be
j expect mflu on monitoring work taking place across

& /ev ment
S b n/\)date on results tQ/date and upcoming impact evaluation projects,
‘ ; nrfformed b further eXxamination of the feasibility, scope and costs of

addr ng festlons set out in this report
% \D elated evaluation projects that other agencies are undertaking
“usin

er funding streams.
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72 In December 2022, we will report to you with a synthesis report on Families Package
monitoring and evaluation, drawing on this work programme and other work
occurring across government.

File ref: REP/19/7/675

-/.’ //\/
Team Manager, Research and EvaLueg/t@Z) Pt \j\
\\ h_\\ .“\( /'\/ ..,-»’—‘\:‘ ’
. )
~ N B
) A I
”O > TN v
\/ NS 23
e ( D
//\ \\/\ ¢ (\ )\
’ W AN
(‘\_ . /, B N
A~ / \ \\ N

<\ b(f ~ . \\ /
S v\\ (\\l\ \\
/\/ { ‘ \‘\\,
\ (\/ > \\ \\\
,\Q\ \" >
// \\\\//\ \ (\\ 2
\\:\ ’,/ N < \\/

Families Package Monitoring and Impact Evaluation 14




. MINISTRY OF SOCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

TE MANATU WHAKAHIATO ORA

Report
Date: 25 September 2019 Security Level: IN CONFIDENCE
To: Hon Carmel Sepuloni, Minister for Social Development

— s 3 ~

Families Package Monitoring Report -<2/0AL179

Purpose of the report

1 The purpose of this report is to provide you with a copy of a fl yc&.ak/mdnltormg
report for the Families Package.

Recommended actions

It is recommended that you:

|

1 note that in July 2019, g» v\fed you on/u to monitoring and evaluating
< le\
the Families Packag;/ d\ i ted we w ou with a first-year monitoring

report in Septemb rQ@ 19/7<’6’7§\fers

2 note that the\atta eSn d»repo prov e this information, setting out trends to June
2019 for(fa\?heslpckage p E , including the Family Tax Credit, Best Start, the
WintéP Energy Rayment K mmodatlon Supplement

3. _note fhat{?ve intend to publish the reports on the MSD website, and will work with
.yo\tyaffée on details, including timing and communications

4/f\orwarcl§ Zc\/ed reports to the Minister for Child Poverty Reduction, the Minister
of Finapc mnster of Housing, the Minister of Health, the Minister of Education,
{he&( inister far M3ori Development, the Minister of Revenue, the Minister for

W\Gr place Relations and Safety, the Minister for Children, the Minister of ployment,
the\Minister for Pacific Peoples and the Minister for Women.

Agreq / Disagree

Y 2€/4 /14

Fleur cLaren Date
Manag r, Research and Evaluation

Insights MS
; - ﬁZL 21 [1° \

Hon Carmel Sepulom Date '
Minister for Social Development

-0

The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington - Telephone 04-916 3300 - Facsimile 04-918 0099



Background

2  The Families Package was announced in December 2017 and mostly introduced in

2018.

It comprised:

increases to the maximum amounts payable for Accommodation Supplement
and Accommodation Benefit for students, and updates to the Accommodation
Supplement areas that qualify recipients for higher levels of maximum payment
to better reflect rental costs, effective from 1 April 2018

increases to several existing payments for families with dependent-chifdren,
effective from 1 July 2018 (Family Tax Credit, Foster Care AlloWance, Orphan’s
Benefit and Unsupported Child’s Benefit)

introduction of two new payments, effective from 1 July.2018 (the Best Start
tax credit for families with children born or due to be born after-1 July 2018,
and the Winter Energy Payment for those in receipt of a main benefkt,

New Zealand Superannuation or 2 Veteran’s Pension)

extension of the length of paid parental leave from 18 weeks to 22 weeks)
effective from 1 July 2018, and fronyz-to Zéweeks effectjve fram 1 July
2020.} \ r}

3 InJuly 2019 we provided you with a/brieﬁn\g\tha ;

gave an overview of exlstmg/‘plecgs\o\yvork that\wi Il\b\n/ntormg outcomes
that we expect the Famili ck\ag§ mlght u'fﬂue

n
gave advice on ev uating tsheypact of \Q{O\n/outcomes including an
overview of impac /evaluatnon chal/ngeﬂ and\Bportumtles and questions we

plan to prno}

mducated we 1d rowde yol wi h rnomtormg report on the components of
the Fammes Pa(:k ge during te tqe\r 2019 [REP 19/7/675 refers].

4 The atta\ched ﬂr§t year mooltﬁnng“réports include:

glih ep

5 <Tr'

an'A3 su\rgmary
a ma\p report that provndes high-level discussion of the main components of the

<Fam|hes Package

a smaller supﬁlt;mentary report that provides more detail, including breakdowns
by et oup and other recipient characteristics where these are possible.

a {5 ted incomes of low- and middle-income families
ds t até s

how more families received a weekly or fortnightly Family Tax Credit

ent data on receipt of lump-sum payments after the end of the tax year are

m
" &K)ét available). Those who received payments also received more, with:

an increase in the average amount a recipient received from Inland Revenue
from $117 per week at the end of June 2017 to $157 at the end of June 2019

an increase in the average amount a recipient received from MSD from $147
per week at the end of June 2017 to $188 at the end of June 2019.

' Robertson, G. (2017). Families Package Factsheet.
https://treasury.govt.nz/sites/ default/files/2018-02/families-packade-dec1?.pdf
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The Best Start tax credit helped over 36,000 families in its first year

6 As at the end of June 2019, 29,000 people were receiving a Best Start payment from
Inland Revenue, while 7,400 people were receiving a payment from MSD.

7  The number of families receiving a Best Start tax credit at any point in time will
continue to increase for the next two years, before starting to stabilise in the second
half of 2021 as the first cohort of children start to age out of the scheme.

The Winter Energy Payment is helping around 796,000 people heat

their homes this winter

8 During the first year of the payment, 774,000 people, on avera e\\rgcenved the
Winter Energy Payment. This has increased this year to 796,000 as at the end of

June 2019. Very few people have chosen to opt out of receiving the winter Enefgy
Payment.

9  Growth in the number of recipients has largely beerl due to the growth in the number
of people receiving either Jobseeker Support or New Zealand Superannuation.

There has been an increase in the\amount that car gnLers are

receiving

Benefit, as part of a trend in receiptthat-predates the ne Package. These
caregivers are receiving more<er wi kthanks to fhe re ase in payment rates as
part of the Families Package, and the i troductto f\r> glothmg Allowance.

11 Data from Oranga Tamarikizon trends in Fas es -ar wance was not available in
the timeframes for thcs report. Efforts wi e,to include high-level information
about this payme\tm’\ ext year's

o’to
The increaseé ;aym nt rat ? Accommodatnon Supplement and
Accommodatlon Béneflt have Fesulted in people getting noticeably

rT/m n y pel 'week
he.amo Sfthe average mmodatlon Supplement recipient receives weekly has
inch ased rom $71 at th of June 2017, to $98 at the end of June 2019.

10 More caregivers are receiving either an-Qrphan’s Bene i‘ /Unsuppprted Child’s
I

13 .‘There was an a eigymg fall in the number of Accommodation Supplement
also e

.reCIptents ived Temporary Additional Support or Special Benefit.
) Expendnh{oé N Tem porary Additional Support for those who still needed it fell. This
was;cg; )il;]lncreased Accommodation Supplement payments reducing the income
faced, therefore reducing the amount of Temporary Additional

bey received.

14 Y umber of people receiving the maximum amount of Accommodation
\ Supplement fell at the implementation of the Families Package changes. Since then
Jthis number has started to grow.

15 While the number of students receiving an Accommeadation Benefit continued to

decrease, as per pre-existing trends, the rate of decline slowed. Additionally, the
increase of the maximum rate from $40 to $60 increased overall expenditure on the
payment.

Next steps

16 Annual updates of this report will be prepared over the coming three years.

17 Other parts of our work programme will be estimating the impact the Families
Package has on a range of measures, including family incomes, child poverty,
children’s outcomes, parents’ employment, and measures of wellbeing.
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18 We intend to publish the attached reports, and other reports from the Families
Package monitoring and evaluation work programme evaluation as they are
completed, on the MSD website. We will work with your office on details including
timing and communications.

Appendices
Families Package Monitoring Report - 2019 (A3)

Families Package Monitoring Report - 2019: Trends in receipt of Families Packdge
payments ‘

Families Package Monitoring Report - 2019: Supplementary informati@n\on selected
payments ' ’
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